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Inclusive Language Greek
Manuscript Discovered

MINNEAPOLIS (AP) — There is a considerable buzz among New
Testament scholars over the discovery of a near-complete Greek
manuscript to the book of the Bible called Romans. The manuscript is
similar to others, but is the first known manuscript to mirror the Today's
New International Version (TNIV) in its use of inclusive language.

There is a wide consensus among both conservative and liberal
scholars that most Greek manuscripts use grammatically masculine
words where the original author meant to include women as fully as men.
This manuscript, referred to by scholars as R221819, is similar to other
such manuscripts but uses inclusive language where applicable.

The book of Romans was first written in Greek and is considered
foundational in its treatment of what it means to be a Christian. Chapter
eight is well-known among people who read the Bible; its fourteenth and
fifteenth verses are shown above. Huioi ("sons") in verse 14 is replaced by
a more inclusive tekna ("children"), and various word forms are adapted
to a gender-neutral spelling. R221819 is thought to reflect the TNIV's
distinguishing features with considerable accuracy.

Kenneth Barker, one of the leading scholars involved with the TNIV,
said, "I don't think this is quite as big of a deal as people make. It's just a
minor change, like other textual variations, and simply clarifies the
author's intent." He disclaims any greater significance to the discovery.



The progressive element of Christians for Biblical Equality has been
jubilant. One scholar said, "This is a very important step in the right
direction. I look forward to when a manuscript is found where the
patriarchal Theos is replaced by the more neutral Theon. It really only
means changing a couple of the case endings plus the spelling of the word
that means 'the.' Theon would remain in the second declension. It is just
a small change, but it would help Christians reach out effectively to those
on the margins of society." After all, if one clarification helps, why not
another?



Knights and Ladies

I would like to talk about men and women and the debate about
whether we are genuinely different or whether this aspect of our bodies is
just packaging that has no bearing on who we are. I would like to begin by
talking about three things:

. "Egalitarianism," which says not only that men and women are
due equal respect but the differences are differences of body only and
not differences of mind, heart, and spirit.

J "Complementarianism," which says that there are real and
personal differences, and men and women are meant to complement
each other.

J Why the debate between egalitarianism and
complementarianism is like a car crash.



Egalitarianism, Complementarianism, and Car
Crashes

I was in a theology class when the professor argued emphatically
that for two claims to contradict each other, one must be the exact
opposite of the other. With the example he gave, it sounded fairly
impressive, and it took me a while to be able to explain my disagreement.

Saying, for one claim to contradict another, that one must be the
exact opposite of the other, its mirror image, is like saying that you can
only have an auto collision if the two cars are the same kind of car, with
the same shape, and they must be perfectly aligned when they hit each
other—because if there's part of one car that doesn't touch the other car,
then there hasn't been a real collision.

That is simply wrong. In the world of cars, only the tiniest fraction of
collisions are two identical cars, hitting each other dead center to dead
center. When there's a collision, it is usually two different things which
hit off center. And the same is true of ideas. Most collisions in the realm
of ideas are two very different things, not mirror images. What happens is
that one piece of one of them, perhaps the leftmost edge of the bumper,
hits one piece of the other, and in both that one piece is connected to the
whole structure. There is much more involved in the collision, on both
sides, than that one little bit.

A debate many Christians care about, the debate between the
feminist-like egalitarians and the more traditional complementarians, is
interesting. (I'll say 'complementarian' for now, even though I don't like
the term.) It is interesting as an example of a debate where the collision is
not between mirror images. Egalitarianism is not the mirror image of
complementarianism, and complementarianism is not the mirror image
of egalitarianism. They are very different beasts from each other.

Although this is only the outer shell, egalitarians are usually better
communicators than complementarians. Most egalitarians make an
explicit claim and communicate it very powerfully. Complementarians



usually have trouble explaining their position, let alone presenting it as
compellingly as egalitarians do. This has the effect that people on both
sides have a much clearer picture of what egalitarian stands for than what
complementarianism stands for. The egalitarian claim is often backed by
a coherent argument, while the complementarian claim may have Biblical
proof texts but often has little else.

I would like to try and suggest what complementarians have so much
trouble explaining.



Co ors

When I took a cognitive science class, the professor explained a
problem for cognitive science: 'qualia’. A computer can represent red and
green as two different things. As far as theory problems go, that's easy to
take care of. The problem is that the computer knows red and green are
different only as we can know that two numbers are different. It can't deal
with the redness of the red or the greenness of the green: in other words
it lacks qualia. It can know things are different, but not experience them
as really, qualitatively different.

Some people can only hear complementarianism as rationalising,
"White is brighter than black." Yet it is foundationally a claim of, "Red is
red and green is green."

I don't like the term 'complementarian.' It tells part of the truth, but
not enough—a property you can see, but not the essence. I would suggest
the term 'qualitarian,’ for a belief in qualia and qualitative differences.
The term's not perfect either, but it's describing some of the substance
rather than detail. From here on I'll say 'qualitarian’ rather than
'complementarian’' to emphasise that there are qualia involved.

With that mentioned, I'd like to make the most unpalatable of my
claims next, and hope that if the reader will be generous enough not to
write me off yet, I may be able to make some coherent sense.



The Great Chain of Being

This is something that was important to many Christians and which
encapsulates a way of looking on the world that can be understood, but
takes effort.

God
Angels
Humans
Animals
Plants
Rocks

Nothing

The Great Chain of Being was believed for centuries. When the
people who believed it were beginning to think like moderns, the Great
Chain of Being began to look like the corporate ladder. If there were
things above you, you wanted to climb higher because it's not OK to be
you if someone else is higher than you. If there were things above you,
you wanted to look down and sneer because there was something wrong
with anything below you. That's how heirarchy looks if the only way you



can understand it is as a copy of the corporate ladder.

Before then, people saw it differently. To be somewhere in the
middle of the great order was neither a reason to scorn lower things nor
covet higher places. Instead, there was a sense of connection. If we are
the highest part of the physical creation, then we are to be its custodian
and in a real sense its representative. If we are spirits as well, we are not
squashed by the fact that God is above us; the one we should worship
looks on us in love.

Unlike them, our culture has had centuries of democracy and waving
the banner of equality so high we can forget there are other banners to
wave. We strive for equality so hard that it's easy to forget that there can
be other kinds of good.

The Great Chain of Being is never explained in the Bible, but it
comes out of a certain kind of mindset, a mindset better equipped to deal
with certain things.

There's an old joke about two people running from a bear. One stops
to put on shoes. The other says, "What are you doing?" The first says,
"I'm stopping to put on tennis shoes." The second says, "You can't outrun
the bear!" "I don't need to outrun the bear. I only need to outrun you."

One might imagine a medieval speaking with a postmodern. The
medieval stands in his niche in the Great Chain of Being and stops. The
postmodern says, "Why are you stopping?" The medieval says, "I want to
enjoy the glorious place God has granted me in the Great Chain of Being."
The postmodern says, "How can you be happy with that? There are others
above you." The medieval says, "Not all of life is running from a bear."

What am I trying to say? Am I saying, for instance, that a man is as
high above a woman as God is above an angel? No. All people—men,
women, young, old, infant, red, yellow, black, white—are placed at the
same spot on the Great Chain of Being.

The Bible deals with a paradox that may be called "equality with
distinction". Paul writes that "In Christ there is no Jew nor Greek", yet



claims that the advantage of the Jew is "much in every way." Biblical
thinking has room to declare both an equality at deepest level—such as
exists between men and women—and recognize a distinction. There is no
need to culturally argue one away to defend the other. Both are part of the
truth. It is good to be part of a Creation that is multilayered, with
inequality and not equality between the layers. If this is so, how much
more should we be able to consider distinction with fundamental equality
without reading the distinction as the corporate ladder's abrasive
inequality?

One writer talked about equality in relation to containers being full.
To modify her image, Christianity wants all of us to be as full as possible.
However, it does not want a red paint can to be filled with green paint,
nor a green paint can to be filled with red paint. It wants the red and
green paint cans to be equally full, but does not conclude that the green
can is only full if it has the same volume of red paint as the red paint can.
It desires equality in the sense of everyone being full, but does not desire
e-qual-ity (being without a qual-itative difference), in the sense of qualia
being violated.



Zen and the Art of Un-Framing Questions

May we legitimately project man-like attributes up on to God?

Before answering that question, I'd like to suggest that there are
assumptions made by the time that question is asked. The biggest one is
that God is gender-neutral, and so any talking about God as masculine is
projecting something foreign up on to him.

The qualitarian claim is not that we may legitimately project man-
like attributes up on to God. It is that God has projected God-like
attributes down on to men. Those are different claims.

A feminist theologian said to a master, "I think it is important
that we keep an open mind and avoid confining God to traditional
categories of gender."

The master said, "Of course. Why let God reveal himself as
masculine when you can confine him to your canons of political
correctness?"

I can't shake a vision of an articulate qualitarian giving disturbing
answers to someone's questions and sounding like an annoying imitation
of a Zen master:

Interlocutor:
What would you say to, "A woman's place is in the House—and in the
Senate!"?

Articulate Qualitarian:
Well, if we're talking about disrespectful, misogysnistic... Wait a
minute... Let me respond to the intention behind your question.

Do you know the Bible story about the Woman at the Well?

Interlocutor:
Yes! It's one of my favorite stories.



Articulate Qualitarian:
Do you know its cultural context?

Interlocutor:
Not really.

Articulate Qualitarian:
Most Bible stories—including this one—speak for themselves. A few
of them are much richer if you know cultural details that make
certain things significant.

Every recorded interaction between Jesus and women, Jesus
broke rules. To start off, a rabbi wasn't supposed to talk with women.
But Jesus really broke the rules here.

When a lone woman came out and he asked for water, she was
shocked enough to ask why he did so. And there's something to her
being alone.

Drawing water was a communal women's task. The women of
the village would come and draw water together; there was a reason
why this woman was alone: no one would be caught dead with her.
Everyone knew that she was the village slut.

Her life was dominated by shame. When Jesus said, "...never
thirst again," she heard an escape from shamefully drawing water
alone, and she asked Jesus to help her hide from it. When he said to
call her husband, she gave an evasive and ambiguous reply. He gave
a very blunt response: "You are right in saying you have no husband,
for you have had five husbands, and the one you have now is not
your husband."

Yowch.

Instead of helping her run from her shame, Jesus pulled her
through it, and she came out the other side, running without any

shame, calling, "Come and see a man who told me everything I ever
did!"



There's much more, but I want to delve into one specific detail:
there was something abnormal about her drawing water alone.
Drawing water was women's work. Women's work was backbreaking
toil—as was men's work—but it was not done in isolation. It was
something done in the company of other people.

It's not just that one culture. There are old European paintings
that show a group of women, bent over their washboards, talking and
talking. Maybe I'm just romanticizing because I haven't felt how
rough washboards are to fingers. But I have a growing doubt that
labor-saving devices are all they're cracked up to be. Vacuum
cleaners were introduced as a way to lessen the work in the twice-
annual task of beating rugs. Somehow each phenomenal new labor-
saving technology seems to leave housewives with even more
drudgery.

I have sympathy for feminists who say that women are better off
doing professional work in community than doing housework in
solitary confinement. I think feminists are probably right that the
Leave It to Beaver arrangement causes women to be lonely and
depressed. (I'm not sure that "Turn the clock back, all the way back,
to 1954!" represents the best achievement conservatives can claim.)

The traditional arrangement is not Mom, Dad, two kids, and
nothing more. Across quite a lot of cultures and quite a lot of history,
the usual pattern has kept extended families together (seeing
Grandma didn't involve interstate travel), and made those extended
families part of an integrated community. From what I've read,
women are happier in intentional communities like Reba Place.

Interlocutor:
Do you support the enfranchisement of women?

Articulate Qualitarian:
Let me visit the dict.org website. Webster's 1913 says:

Enfranchisement \En*fran'"chise*ment\, n.
1. Releasing from slavery or custody. —Shak.


http://dict.org

2. Admission to the freedom of a corporation or body p
investiture with the privileges of free citizens.

Enfranchisement of copyhold (Eng. Law), the conversion
copyhold estate into a freehold. —Mozley & W.

WordNet seems less helpful; it doesn't really mention the sense
you want.

enfranchisement
1: freedom from political subjugation or servitude
2: the act of certifying [syn: certification] [ant:

If I were preaching on your question, I might do a Greek-style
exegesis and say that your choice of languages fuses the egalitarian
request to grant XYZ with the insinuation that their opponents'
practice is equivalent to slavery. Wow.

I think you're using loaded language. Would you be willing to
restate your question in less loaded terms?

Interlocutor:
OK, I'll ask a different way, but will you promise not to answer with a
word-study?

Articulate Qualitarian:
Ok, I won't answer with a word-study unless you ask.

Interlocutor:
Do you believe that women have the same long list of rights as men?

Articulate Qualitarian:
Hmm... I'm trying to think about how to answer this without being
misleading...

Interlocutor:
Please answer me literally.

Articulate Qualitarian:
I'm afraid I'm going to have to say, "No.

"
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Interlocutor:
But you at least believe that women have some rights, correct?

Articulate Qualitarian:
No.

Interlocutor:
What?!?

Articulate Qualitarian:
I said I wouldn't give a word-study...

Is it OK if I give a comparable study of a concept?

Interlocutor:
[Quietly counts to ten and takes a deep breath:] Ok.

Articulate Qualitarian:
I don't believe that women have any rights. I don't believe that men
have any rights, either. The Bible doesn't use rights like we do. It
answers plenty of questions we try to solve with rights: it says we
shouldn't murder, steal, and so on. But the older Biblical way of
doing this said, "Don't do this," or "Be like Christ," or something like
that.

Then this really odd moral framework based on rights came
along, and all of a sudden there wasn't a universal law against
unjustified killing, but an entitlement not to be killed. At first it
seemed not to make much difference. But now more and more of our
moral reasoning is in terms of 'rights', which increasingly say, not
"Don't do this," or "You must do that," but "Here's the long list of
entitlements that the universe owes me." And that has meant some
truly strange things.

In the context of the concrete issues that qualitarians discuss
with egalitarians, the Biblical concept of seeking the good of all is
quietly remade into seeking the enfranchisement of all, and so it
seems that the big question is whether women get the same rights as
men—quite apart from the kind of situation where language



i

comparing your opponents' behavior to slavery is considered polite.

Interlocutor:
Couldn't we listen to, say, Eastern Philosophy?

Articulate Qualitarian:
There's a lot of interesting stuff in Eastern philosophy. The contrast
between Confucian and Taoist concepts of virtue, for instance, is
interesting and worth exploring, especially in this nexus. I'm really
drawing a blank as to how one could get a rights-based framework
from Asian philosophy. And I'm not sure African mindsets would be
much more of a help, for instance. Even if you read one Kwaanza
pamphlet, it's hard to see how individual rights could come from the
seven African values. The value of Ujima, or collective work and
responsibility, speaks even less of individual rights than, "Ask not
what your country can do for you, but what you can do for your
country."”

Interlocutor:
OK, let me change the subject slightly. Would you acknowledge that
Paul was a progressive?

Articulate Qualitarian:
Hmm... reminds me of a C.S. Lewis book in which Lewis quotes a
medieval author. The author is talking about some important Greek
philosopher and says, "Now when we come to a difficulty or
ambiguity, we should always ascribe the views most worthy of a man
of his stature."

Lewis's big complaint was that this kind of respect always reads
into an author the biases and assumptions of the reader's age. It
honors the author enough to think he believed what we call
important, but not enough that the author can disagree with our
assumptions and be able to correct us.

When we ask if Paul is a progressive, there are two basic
options. Either we say that Paul was not a progressive, and relegate
him to our understanding of a misogynist, or we generously overlook

hl R | bl B



a passage here and there and generously Include him as one ot our
progressives.

It seems that neither response allows Paul to be an authority
who knows something we don't.

On second thought, maybe it's a good thing there aren't too many
articulate qualitarians.



Men are from Mars, Women are from Venus...
and Gender Psychologists are from the Moon

When pop psychology talks about gender, it is trying to make
academic knowledge available to the rest of us. An academic textbook by
Em Griffin illustrates Deborah Tannen's theories, saying, "Jan hopes

she's marrying a 'big ear'." This thread is picked up very well in popular
works.

William Harley's His Needs, Her Needs is a sort of Christianized
Men are from Mars, Women are from Venus. Harley devotes a full
chapter to explaining that one of the most foundational needs for a
husband to understand is a woman's need for listening. He devotes a full
chapter to convincing husbands that it is essential that they listen to
everything their wives want to say. It was perhaps because reading this
work (and Men are From Mars, Women are From Venus, part of You
Just Don't Understand, etc.) that I was shocked when I reread C.S.
Lewis's That Hideous Strength. It was much more than Mother Dimble's
words, "Husbands were made to be talked to. It helps them concentrate
their minds on what they're reading..."

The shock was deep. It wasn't like having a rug pulled out from
under your feet. It was more like standing with your feet on bare floor
and having the floor pulled out from under your feet.

The gender books I'd read, both Christian and non-Christian, made a
seamless fusion of the basic raw material, and one particular
interpretation. The interpretation was as hard to doubt as the raw
material itself—and one couldn't really see the fusion as something that
can be questioned. It was like looking at a number of startlingly accurate
pictures of scenes on earth—and then realising that all the pictures were
taken from the moon.

That Hideous Strength suggests an answer to the question, "How
else could it be?" I'm hesitant to suggest everyone else will have the same
experience, but...



If we look at a Hollywood movie targeting young men, there will be
violent action, a fast pace, and a sense of adventure. A movie made for
young women will have people talking and delving into emotions as they
grow closer, as they grow into more mature relationships. If we sum these
up in a single word, the men's movie is full of action, and the women's
movie is filled with relationship.

Aristotle characterized masculinity as active and femininity as
passive. It seems clear to me that he was grappling with a real thing, the
same thing that shapes our movie offerings. It also seems clear that he
didn't quite get it right. Masculinity is active. That much is correct. But
femininity is not described by the absence of such action. It's described
by the presence of relationship. It seems that the following can be said:

¢ Aristotle was grappling with, and trying to understand, something
real.

e Even though he's observing something real, his interpretation was
skewed.

These two things didn't stop with Aristotle. If a thinker as brilliant as
Aristotle fell into this trap, maybe gender psychology is also liable to
stumble this way, too. (Or at least today's gender psychology stumbles
this way. If you're willing to listen to people who look and talk a bit
different and are a bit older than us, Charles Shedd's Letters to Karen
and Letters to Philip are examples of slightly older books worth the time
to look at.)



Christian Teaching

About this point, I expect a question like, "Ok, men reflect the
masculine side of God. But don't you have a place for femininity, and
can't women reflect the feminine side of God?"

This is a serious question, and it reflects a serious concern. Many
Hindus believe that everything is either part of God or evil: your inmost
spirit is a real part of God, and your body is intrinsically evil and illusory
like everything else physical. I'm told that Genesis 1 was quite a shocker
when it appeared—not, so much, because it says we're made in the image
of God, but because after the stars, rocks, plants, and animals were
created, the text keeps on saying, "And God saw that it was good." That's
really a staggering suggestion, if you knew the other nations' creation
stories. The Babylonians believed that the god Marduk killed the
demoness Tiamat, tore her dragon carcass apart, and made half of it the
land and half of it the sky. So your body and mine, every forest, every
star, is part of a demon's carcass that happens to be left over after a
battle.

Please think about this claim for a minute, and then look at part of
Genesis 1:

e Creation didn't happen as a secondary result of divine combat. God
created the world because he specifically wanted to do so.

e Physical matter, and life, and everything else, is good.

¢ God made us in his image. Only then was his creation very good, and
complete.

One thing that comes out of these things is that God can create
good. God created the physical world without being physical. Our bodies,
indeed the whole natural world, are good, because God created
something outside of himself. Femininity is like this, only much more so.
Femininity is a created good, and it is much more beautiful, more
mysterious, more wondrous, more powerful thing than physical matter.
People are the unique creation where matter meets spirit—no other



creation can claim that. Women are the unique point where spirit meets
the very apex of femininity.

Every woman is a mystery, and every man is a king. To be a
Christian man is to be made like the King of Kings and Lord of Lords.
There is something kingly and lordly about manhood. Part of this is
understood when you realize that this does not mean domineering other
people and standing above them, but standing under them, like the
servant king who washed feet. The sign and sigil of male authority is not a
crown of gold, but a crown of thorns.

But all this is a hint. I give sketch here and there, and I hope less to
provide an inescapable logical framework than suggest entry points that
can look into the Bible and see these things.

I'd like to give a glimpse of the qualities:



Qualia

If you could see

Adam, you would see a
knight, in burnished
armor brightly
gleaming, astride a
white horse. What you
wouldn't see is why the
armor shines brightly.
It is not burnished by
him, nor any other
human hands, but the
claws of the dragons he
wars against. Under his
helmet is a lion's mane
of thick hair and beard.
Under his breastplate
are scars, some quite
close to his heart.

This knight errant
yearns for quests.
Something difficult,
something dangerous,
something active. Some
place to prove himself]
by serving in a costly|
way. He longs for that
battle when his blood

will mingle with that of

If you could see
Eve at her best, she
would be beside a
fire, inside a great
hall. She would be
stoking a fire with
one hand, another
hand would call forth
forth music from a
silver harp, another
hand would be
writing a letter, and
she would use both
hands to embrace the
sorrowing child on
her lap in comforting
love. And she would
do this lightly,
joyfully, with a smile
from the other side of
pain. Though Eve sits
still, one can almost
see her dancing. It
would take time to
see all her many
layers of beauty... if
that were even
possible. What is the




his fellow warriors and
he may at last embark
on the last great
adventure.

He has a lord

above him, to whom he
owes allegiance and
honor. He is also a
mentor, turning his
face to a squires whom
he focuses on and
draws up. He draws
them, as he was drawn,
out of the comfort of]
home, into the
mysteries of life, and
into the company of]
men and society to
reconnect more deeply.
He has tried to explain
that siring a child is
something an
impudent youth can
do, but being a spiritual
father is the mark of a
man.

Once his mind is

on a task, it moves
forward from
beginning to end. It
moves with the force of
an avalanche. He does
one task at a time, and
wants to do it well.

There is another

secret behind her
enigmatic smile?
What deep mysteries
lie hidden in her
heart of hearts?

Her beauty is as
arose: a ladder of
thorns leads up to a
flower so exquisite as
to be called God's
autograph. She toils
hard, and it is
difficult to see lines
of pain in her face
only because she has
worked through
them so that they
have become part of
her joy. She knows a
mother's worry, and
she looks on others
with a mother's
caring eyes. She
looks with the joy on
the other side of
SOITOW.

Her home is her
castle, and itis a
castle she tries to run
well. Adam... well,
dear man as he is, he
isn't very good with
managing resources.
She runs the castle in
an orderly and
efficient manner, and




side to his seriousness.
He can be deadly
serious, but there is a
merry twinkle in his
eye. His force and his
energy are too much to
contain, and he is
capable of catching
people off guard.
(Especially in his
practical jokes.) Like
the lion, he is not safe
and not tame; he is
both serious and silly,
and can astound in
both. When he plays
with children, playing
with him is both like
playing with a kitten
and playing with a
thunderstorm.

To his lady Adam

turns with reverence.
She is a wonder to him.
The extravagance of the
quests she bids him
and he embarks on, is a
spectacular offshoot of
his more quiet service
in private. Though
Adam would never see
it this way, he is taller
when he bows and
kisses her hand, and
richer when he gives
her a costly gift.

as the lady in charge,
she handles well a
great many things
that her lord
wouldn't know how
to begin doing. The
castle is their castle,
of course, but there
are things that need
attending to so that
Adam can continue
slaying dragons. Yet
to say that is to put
last things first. The
reason she handles
SO many taxing
details is that Adam
is the light of her life,
her king and her
lord, her bright
morning star.

She turns to her
loom as a place to
make wall hangings.
At least, that's what
someone would say if
he missed the point
completely. She
makes beautiful wall
hangings, but there's
more.

The loom is a
centering place for
her, a quieting place.
After other things

hannen that take




His honor is his

life, and wants to live
and act as a son of God.
He believes that faith
works, and strives to
show virtue and behave
in a manner worthy of]
Christ.

Favorite
ScripturePassage:
"And being found in
human form he
humbled himself and
became obedient unto
death, even death on a
cross. Therefore God
has highly exalted him
and bestowed on him
the name which is
above every name, that
at the name of Jesus
every knee should bow,
in heaven and on earth
and under the earth,
and every tongue
confess that Jesus
Christ is Lord, to the
glory of God the
Father."

A Quote:

"God, give me
mountains to climb
and the strength for
climbing."

i puas aseee seasae
processing, she
settles into that
peace. Her heart is
quieted as she lets it
all sort out.

That quieting is
not far from her
mystic's heart. She is
mystery and lives in
connection with the
mystery of faith.
There is One she is
closer to than her
lord, and presence,
mystical
communion,
dwelling in the
presence of the
divine, is precious to
her.

Favorite
Scripture
Passage:

"Why do you trouble
the woman? For she
has done a beautiful
thing to me. For you
always have the poor
with you, but you will
not always have me.
In pouring this
ointment on my body
she has done it to
prepare me for
burial. Truly, I say to




you, wherever this
gospel is preached in
the whole world,
what she has done
will be told in
memory of her."

A Quote:
"Little surprises and
big hugs and kisses.
Musical dances and
bright reminisces,
Quiet with stories
and roast leg of lamb,
People who value me
for who I am,
Something to say and
someone who will
hear it,

A home in good
order and a mystical
spirit,

Warm fireside chats
and a minstrel who
sings,

These are a few of my
favorite things."

Jonathan Hayward, with thanks to Martin, Phil, Mary, Xenia,
Patrick, Yoby, Mom, and Kathryn.
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What the Present Debate Won't
Tell You About Headship

Today I'm going to talk about head and body (headship). And I say
"headship" with hesitation, because in today's world asserting "headship”
means, "defending traditional gender roles against feminism." And that
maybe important, but I want to talk about something larger, something
that will be missed if "headship" means nothing more than "one position
in the feminist controversy."

One speaker didn't like people entering Church and saying, "It's so
good to enter the Lord's presence." He said, "Where were you all week?
How did you escape the Lord's presence?" And whatever Church is, it is
absolutely not entering the one place where God is present. At least, it's
not stepping out of some imaginary place where God simply can't be
found.

But if we are always in the Lord's presence, that doesn't mean that
Church isn't special. It is special, and it is the head of living in God's
presence for all of our lives. Our time in Church is an example of
headship. Worshipping God in Church is the head of a life of worship,
and it is the head of a body.

There is something special about our time in Church. But the way we
live our lives, our "body" of time spent, manifests that glory in a different
way. Christ didn't say that people will know we are his disciples by our
"official" worship, however much God's blessing may rest on it. Christ



said instead that all people will know we are his disciples by this, that we
love one another. That isn't primarily in Church. That's in our day to day
lives. If our time in Church crystallizes a life of worship, our love for one
another is to manifest it. And that is the place of the body.

The relationship between head and body is the relationship between
corporate worship and our lives as a whole. The body manifests the glory
of the head. In my head I can decide to walk to a friend's house. But the
head needs the body and the body needs the head, and I can only go to a
friend's house if my head's decision to visit a friend's house is lived out in
my body. "The head cannot say to the feet, 'I have no need of you."

The Father is the head of the Son. "No man can see God and live."
God the Father is utterly beyond us; he transcends anything we could
know; he is pure glory. If we were to have direct contact with him, we
would be destroyed. And yet the Son is equal to the Father; the Son is just
as far beyond this Creation, but there is a difference. The Son is the
bridge between God and man, and God and his Creation. God the Father
created the world through the Son, and the Son is just as glorious as the
Father, but the Son can touch us without destroying us. The Father
displays himself through the Son. The Father's love came to earth
through the Son. The Father's wish that we may be made divine is
possible precisely because the Son became man. And finally we can know
the Father through the Son. If you have seen the Son, you have seen the
Father.

We read in the New Testament that Christ is the head of man, that
Christ is the head of all authority, that Christ is the head of the Church,
and that Christ is the head of the whole Creation. If we think, with people
today, that to have any authority over us, any head, is degrading, then we
have to resent a lot more than a husband's headship to his wife. But that's
not the only option. When Christ is the head of the cosmos, there is more
than authority going on, even if we have a negative view of authority. Our
Orthodox understanding that the Son of God became a man that men
might become the sons of God, that the divine became human that the
human might become divine, expresses what the headship of Christ
means. Christ is the head, and that means that the Church is drawn up in
his divinity. If we are the body of Christ the head, that doesn't mean we're



just under his authority. It means that we are a part of him and share in
his divinity. The teaching that we share in his divinity is very tightly
connected to the teaching of "recapitulation", or "re-heading," where
Christ being the head of the Church, and our sharing in Christ's divinity,
are two sides of the same coin. Christ is the head, and we, the body, make
Christ manifest to the world. Some people may not know Christ except
what they see in us. We cannot have Christ as our head without being a
manifestation of his glory, and if Christ is the head of the Creation and
Christ is the head of the Church, that means that when we worship, inside
this building and in our daily lives, we are leading the whole visible
Creation in turning to God in glory, and living the life of Heaven here on
earth.

Christ is the head of the whole Creation, not just the Church. Christ
isn't just concerned with his people, but the whole created world. By him
and through him all things were created. Icons, which reflect the full
implications Christ's headship over his Creation, exist precisely because
Christ is the head of the whole Creation. We use a censer, a building,
icons, water, flowers, and other aspects of our matter-embracing religion
as representatives of the whole material Creation over which Christ is
head. Christ doesn't tell us to be spiritual as spirits who are unfortunately
trapped in matter; far from it, we are the crowning jewel of the material
Creation, and Christ's headship glorifies the whole Creation and makes it
foundational to how we are saved. The universe is a symbol that
manifests the glory of its head, Christ.

One example of headship that is immediate to me, although I don't
know how immediate it is to the rest of you, is artistic creation. I create,
write, and program, and in a very real sense I am at my fullest when I
create. When I create, at first there is a hazy idea that I don't understand
very well. Then I listen to it, and begin struggling with it, trying to
understand my creation, and even if I am wrestling with it, I am wrestling
less to dominate it than to get myself out of its way so I can help bring it
into being. If in one sense I wrestle with it, in another sense I am
wrestling with myself to let my creation be what it should be. If I were to
simply dominate my creation, I would crush it, breaking its spirit. My
best creations are those which I serve, where I use my headship to give
my creations freedom and cooperate with them so that thev are greater



than if I did not give my creations room to breathe. My best work comes,
not when I decide, "I am going to create," but when I cooperate with a
creation, love it, serve it, and help it to become real, the creation becomes
a share of my spirit.

A great many writers could say that, and I don't think this is
something that is only found in writing, but how something far more
general plays out. All of us are called to exercise headship over our work.
In a family, the father is the head of the household and the mother is the
heart of the household. The mother's headship over work in the home
provides ten thousand touches that make a house a home. A mother's
headship over the home is as much human headship over one's work as
my headship over my creations and writing. What I do when I create is
love my creation, serve it, develop it, work with God and with my creation
to help it be real. If I'm not mistaken, when a woman makes a house into
a real home, she loves it, serves it, develops it, and works with God and
what she has to make it real. When a woman makes a house into a warm
and inviting home, that's headship.

What is the relationship between women and the home? In societies
where people have best been able to honor what the Bible says about
men's and women's roles, there is a strong association between women
and the home. The home, in those societies, was the main focus of
business, charity work, and education, besides the much narrower role
played by a home today. To say that women were mainly in the home is to
say that they held an important place in one of society's important
institutions, an institution that was the chief home of business,
education, hospitality, and what would today be insurance, and held
many responsibilities that are denied to housewives today. The isolation
felt by many housewives today was much less an issue because women
worked together with other women; like men, they worked in adult
company. I believe there should be an association between women and
the home, and I believe the home should be respected and influential.
And, for that matter, I believe that both men and women are sold short
with the options they have today. But instead of going too deep into that
sort of question, important as it may be, I would like to look at what
headship means.



The sanctuary is the head of the nave. Part of what that means is that
there is something richer than either if there were just an sanctuary or
just a nave. But we'll miss something fundamental if we only say that the
sanctuary is more glorious to the nave. They are connected and part of
the same body. They are part of the same organism, and the sanctuary
manifests the glory of the sanctuary. There is also a head-body relation
between the saint and the icon. Or between the reality a symbol
represents, and a symbol. Or between Heaven and earth. Bringing
Heaven down to earth is a right ordering of this world. Heaven isn't just
something that happens after death after we serve God by suffering in
this world. "Eye has not seen, ear has not heard, nor has any heart
imagined what God has prepared for those who love him," but God wants
to work Heaven in our lives, beginning here and now. If we are bringing
Heaven down to earth, we are realizing God's design that Heaven be the
head of earth, in the fullness of what headship means.

What about husbands and wives? There's something that we'll miss
today if we just expect wives to submit to their husbands, even if we
recognized that that's tied to an even more difficult assignment for
husbands, loving their wives on the model of Christ giving up his own life
for the Church. And we need to be countercultural, but there's something
we'll miss if we just react to the currents in society that make this
unattractive. Quite a few heresies got their start in reactions against older
heresies; it is spiritually dangerous to simply react against errors, and if
feminism might have problems, simply reacting to feminism is likely to
have problems. Wives should submit to their husbands, and husbands
should love their wives with a costly love, but there's more.

It bothers me when conservatives say, "I want to turn the clock
back... all the way back... to 1954!" If we're just reacting against some
feminists when they say women should be strong and independent, and
have no further reference point, we're likely to defend a femininity that
says that women are weak and passive. What's wrong with that? For
starters, it's not Biblical.

If you want to know God's version of femininity, read the conclusion
of Proverbs. The opening of this conclusion is often translated, "Who can
find a good wife?" That's too weak. It is better translated as, "Who can



find a wife of valor," with "valor" being a word that could be used of a
mighty soldier. She is strong—physically strong. The text explicitly
mentions her powerful arms. She is active in commerce and charity.
There are important differences between this and the feminist picture,
but if we are defending an un-Biblical ideal for womanhood, some
delicate thing that can't do anything and is always in a swoon, then our
reaction against feminism isn't going to put us in a much better spot.

And men should be men, but that doesn't mean that men should be
rugged individuals who say, "I am the master of my fate: I am the captain
of my soul!" That is as wrong as saying that Biblical femininity is weak
and passive. Perhaps men should be rugged, but to be a man is to be
under authority. Trying to be the captain of your soul is spiritually toxic,
and perhaps blasphemous. There is one person who can say, "I am the
captain of my soul," and it isn't Christ. Not even Christ can say that, but
only God the Father. Christ's glory was to be the Son of God, so that the
Father was the captain of his soul, and he did the Father's work. Even
Christ was under the headship of the Father, and if you read what John
says about the Father and the Son, the fact that Christ was under
headship, under authority, is part of his dignity and his own authority. To
be a man is, if things are going well, to be a contributing member of a
community, and in submission to its authority. Individualism is a severe
distortion of masculinity; it may not be feminine, but it is hardly
characteristic of healthy masculinity. There are a lot of false and

destructive pictures of what a man should be, as well as what a woman
should be.

If simply reacting against feminism is a way to miss what it means to
be a man and what it means to be a woman, it is also a way to miss
something more, to miss a broader glory. This something more is
foundational to the structure of reality; it is a resonance not only with
God's Creation, but within the nature of God and how the Father's glory is
shown through the Son. This something more is in continuity with God's
headship to Christ, Christ's headship to the Church, Christ's headship to
the cosmos, Heaven's headship to earth, the sanctuary's headship to the
nave, the spiritual world's headship to the physical world, the soul's
headship to the body, contemplation's headship to action, and other
manifestations of a headship relation. On the Sundav of Orthodoxv. we



proclaim:

...Thus we declare, thus we assert, thus we preach Christ our
true God, and honor as Saints in words, in writings, in thoughts, in
sacrifices, in churches, in Holy Icons; on the one hand worshipping
and reverencing Christ as God and Lord, and on the other hand
honoring as true servants of the same Lord of all and accordingly
offering them veneration... This is the Faith of the Apostles, this is
the Faith of the Fathers, this is the Faith of the Orthodox, this is the
Faith which has established the Universe.

What does this have to do with heads and bodies? The word "icon"
itself means a body, and its role is to manifest the glory of the saints, as
the saints are to manifest the glory of God.

We don't have a choice about whether we will live in a universe with
headship, but we do have a choice whether to work with the grain or
against it, work with it to our profit or fight it to our detriment. Let's
make headship part of how we rejoice in God and his Creation.



A Strange Picture

As I walked through the gallery, I immediately stopped when I saw
one painting. As I stopped and looked at it, I became more and more
deeply puzzled. I'm not sure how to describe the picture.

It was a picture of a city, viewed from a high vantage point. It was a
very beautiful city, with houses and towers and streets and parks. As I
stood there, I thought for a moment that I heard the sound of children
playing—and I looked, but I was the only one present.

This made all the more puzzling the fact that it was a disturbing
picture—chilling even. It was not disturbing in the sense that a picture of
the Crucifixion is disturbing, where the very beauty is what makes it
disturbing. I tried to see what part might be causing it, and met
frustration. It seemed that the beauty was itself what was wrong—but that
couldn't be right, because when I looked more closely I saw that the city
was even more beautiful than I had imagined. The best way I could
explain it to myself was that the ugliness of the picture could not exist
except for an inestimable beauty. It was like an unflattering picture of an
attractive friend—you can see your friend's good looks, but the picture
shows your friend in an ugly way. You have to fight the picture to really
see your friend's beauty—and I realized that I was fighting the picture to
see the city's real beauty. It was a shallow picture of something profound,
and it was perverse. An artist who paints a picture helps you to see
through his eyes—most help you to see a beauty that you could not see if
you were standing in the same spot and looking. This was like looking at a
mountaintop through a pair of eves that were blind. with a blindness far



more terriblle, far more érippliné, than any blindness that is merely
physical. I stepped back in nausea.

I leaned against a pillar for support, and my eyes fell to the bottom of
the frame. I glanced on the picture's title: Porn.



The Patriarchy We Object To

Tell me what kind of patriarchy you object to. As Orthodox, we
probably object to that kind of patriarchy as well.

There was one chaplain at a university who, whenever a student
would come in and say, "I don't believe in God," would answer, "Tell me
what kind of God you don't believe in. I probably don't believe in that
kind of God either." And he really had something in common with them.
He didn't believe in a God who was a vindictive judge, or a God who was
responsible for all the evil in this world, or a God who was arbitrary and
damned people for never hearing of him. And the chaplain wasn't just
making a rhetorical exercise; he didn't believe in many kinds of "God" any
more than the students who were kind enough to come and tell him they
didn't believe in God. He really had something in common with them.

There was one book I was reading which was trying to recover
women's wisdom from patriarchy. I was amazed when I was reading it, as
it talked about the holistic, united character of women's knowing, and
how women's knowledge is relational, how women know by participating.
What amazed me was how much it had in common with Orthodox
description of knowledge, because the Orthodox understanding of
knowledge is based off an essential unity and knows by relating,
participating, drinking, rather than by analyzing and taking apart and
knowing things by keeping track of a systematic map.

What Orthodoxy in the West would seek to recover from the West
looks a lot like what feminism would like to recover from patriarchy. Part



of what may confuse the issue is that feminism lumps together two very
different forces as "patriarchy." One of these forces is classical tradition,
and the other is something funny that's been going on for several
hundred years in which certain men have defaced society by despising it
and trying to make it manly.

The reason that women's holistic, connected knowledge is
countercultural is something we'll miss if we only use the category of
"patriarchy"”. The educational system, for instance, makes very little use
of this knowledge, not because patriarchy has always devalued women's
ways of knowing, but something very different. The reason that there's
something countercultural to women's holistic, connected knowledge is
that that is a basic human way of knowing, and men can be separated
from it more easily than women, but it's a distortion of manhood to
marginalize that way of knowing. And there has been a massive effort,
macho in the worst way, that despised how society used to work, assumed
that something is traditional it must be the women's despicable way of
doing things, and taken one feature of masculine knowledge and used it
to uproot the the places for other ways of knowing that are important to
both men and women. There are two quite different forces lumped
together in the category of "patriarchy." One is the tradition proper, and
the other is "masculism" (or at least I call it that), and what feminism sees
as patriarchy is what's left over of the tradition after masculism has
defaced it by trying to make it "masculine," on the assumption that if
something was in the tradition, that was all you needed to know, in order
to attack it as being unfit for men. "Masculism" is what happens when
you cross immature masculinity with the effort to destroy whatever you
need to make room for your version of Utopia. What is left of the
tradition today, and what feminism knows as "patriarchy," is a bit like
what's left of a house after it's been burned down.

With apologies to G.K. Chesterton, the Orthodox and feminists only
ask to get their heads into the Heavens. It is the masculists who try to fit
the Heavens into their heads, and it is their heads that split. This basic
difference between knowing as exaltation and expansion, participating in
something and allowing one's head to be raised in the Heavens, and
domination and mastery that compresses the Heavens so they will fit in
one's head. is the difference between what "knowing" means to both



feminists and Orthodox, and what it means to masculists.

The difference between Orthodoxy and feminism is this. Orthodoxy
has to a very large measure preserved the tradition. When it objects to
masculism, it is objecting to an intrusion that affects something it is
keeping. It is a guard trying to protect a treasure. Where Orthodoxy is a
guard trying to protect a treasure, feminism is a treasure hunter trying to
find something that world has lost. It is a scout rather than a guard. (And
yes, I'm pulling images from my masculine mind.) Feminism is shaped by
masculism, and I'd like to clarify what I mean by this. I don't mean in any
sense that feminism wants to serve as a rubber stamp committee for
masculism. The feminist struggle is largely a struggle to address the
problems created by masculism. that's pretty foundational. But people
that rebel against something tend to keep a lot of that something's
assumptions, and feminism is a lot like masculism because in a culture as
deeply affected by masculism as much of the West, masculism is the air
people breathe. (People can't stop breathing their air, whatever culture
they're in.) For one example of this, masculism assumed that anything in
the tradition was womanish and therefore unfit for men, and feminism
inherited a basic approach from masculism when it assumed that
anything in tradition was patriarchal and therefore unfit for women. It's a
masculist rather than traditional way of approaching society. Orthodoxy
has been affected by masculism to some degree, but it's trying to preserve
the Orthodox faith, where feminism has been shaped by masculism to a
much greater degree and is trying to rebel against the air its members
breathe. Feminism is a progressive series of attempts to reform
masculism for women; if you look at its first form, it said, "Women
should be treated better. They should be treated like men." Later forms of
feminism have seen that there are problems with that approach, but they
have been reacting to a composite of masculism and earlier versions of
feminism. Feminism has been a scout, rather than a guard.

I say that feminism has been a scout rather than a guard, not to
criticize, but to suggest that Orthodoxy has been given something that
feminism reaches for, but does not have in full. It is a bit like the
difference between maintaining a car and trying to go through a junkyard

with the wrecks of many magnificent things and reconstruct a working
vehicle Tn a innkvard oane ceec the imnrint nf manv thinoe: nne ceec the
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twisted remains of quite a few items that would be good to have. And one
can probably assemble things, get some measure of functionality, perhaps
hobble together a working bicycle. And if one does not have a working
car, there is something very impressive about doing one's best to
assemble something workable from the wreckage. It is perhaps not the
best manners to criticize someone who has combined parts to make a
genuinely working bicycle and say, "But you were not given a working
car!"

But in Orthodoxy, there is a very different use of time. Orthodox do
not simply spend time filling the gas tank (there are many necessities in
faith like filling a gas tank) and maintaining the car (which we
periodically break), necessary as those may be. Having a car is primarily
about living life as it is lived when you can drive. It is about being able to
travel and visit people. It is about having more jobs open to you. If a car
isn't working, dealing with the car means trying to do whatever you can to
get it working. It means thinking about how to fix it. And feminism is
trying to correct masculism. If a car is working, dealing with the car is
about what it can let you do. It's like how when you're sick, your mind is
on getting well and on your health. If you're healthy, you don't think
about your health unless you choose to. You're free to enjoy your health
by focusing on non-health-related pursuits.

What does Orthodoxy have to contribute to feminism? To begin
with, it's not simply a project by men. Feminist tends to assume that
whatever is in patriarchy is there because all-powerful men have imposed
it on women, or to put things in unflattering terms women have
contributed little of substance to patriarchal society. That may have truth
as regards masculism, but Orthodoxy is the property of both men and
women (and boys and girls), and it is a gross mischaracterization to only
look at the people who hold positions of power.

Feminists have made bitter criticism of Prozac being used to mask
the depression caused by many housewives' loneliness and isolation.
Housewives who do not work outside the home have much more than
housework to deal with; they have loneliness and isolation from adult
company. And perhaps, feminists may icily say, if a woman under those



conditions is depressed, this does not necessarily mean Prozac is
appropriate. Maybe, just maybe, the icy voice tells us, the solution is to
change those conditions instead of misusing antidepressants to mask the
quite natural depression those conditions create. Feminists are offended
that women are confined to a place outside of society's real life and doing
housework in solitary confinement. One of the most offensive things you
can say, if there is no irony or humor in your voice, is, "A woman's place
is in the house!" (and not add, "and in the Senate!")

But Orthodoxy looks at it differently, or at least Orthodox culture
tends to work out differently. And, like many alien cultures, things have a
very different meaning. The home has a different meaning. When people
say "family" today, we think of a nuclear family. Then it was extended
family, and thinking of an extended family without a nuclear family
would have been as odd to people then as it would be odd today to take
your favorite food and then be completely unable to eat anything else.
Traditional society, real traditional society, did not ask women to work in
isolation. Both men and women worked in adult company. And the home
itself... In traditional society, the home was the primary place where
economic activity occurred. In traditional society, the home was the
primary place where charitable work occurred. In traditional society, the
home took care of what we would now call insurance. In traditional
society, the home was the primary place where education occured.
Masculism has stripped away layer after layer of what the home was. In
Orthodox culture, in truly Orthodox culture that has treasures that have
been dismantled in the West, a woman's place really is in the home, but it
means something totally different from what a feminist cringes at in the
words, "A woman's place is in the house!"

America has largely failed to distinguish between what feminism
says and women's interests, so people think that if you are for women,
you must agree with feminism. Saying "I oppose feminism because I am
for women's interests" seems not only false but a contradiction in terms,
like saying "I'm expanding the text of this webpage so it will be more
concise." It's not like more thoughtful Catholics today, who say, "I have
thought, and I understand why many people distinguish or even oppose
the teachings of the Catholic Church with God's truth. But my considered
judgment is that God reveals his truth through the living magisterium of



the Catholic Church." It's more like what theuReformersufacea, where
people could not see what on earth you meant if you said that God's truth
and the Catholic Church's teaching were not automatically the same
thing.

In this culture, someone who is trying to be pro-woman will
ordinarily reach for feminism as the proper vehicle, just as someone who
wants to understand the natural world will reach for science as the proper
vehicle for that desire; "understanding the human body" is invariably
read as "learning scientific theories about the body's work," and not "take
a massage/dance/martial arts class", or "learn what religions and
cultures have seen in the meaning of the human body." A great many
societies pursued a deep understanding of the human body without
expressing that desire the way Western science pursues it. They taught
people to come to a better knowledge of their bodies—and I mean "of,"
not just "about"—the kind of relational, drinking knowledge that
feminists and Orthodox value, and not just a list of abstract propositions
from dissecting a cadaver (a practice which some cultures regard as
"Impious and disgusting"—C.S. Lewis). They taught people to develop,
nurture, and discipline their bodies so that there was a right relationship
between body and spirit. They taught people to see the body as belonging
a world of meaning, symbol, and spiritual depth—cultures where "How
does it work?" takes a back seat to a deeper question: "Why? What does it
mean?" Orthodoxy at its best still does teach these things. But Western
culture has absorbed the scientific spirit that most people genuinely
cannot see what "understanding the body" could mean besides "learning
scientific theories about the body." And, in this context, it seems like a
deceitful sleight of hand when someone says, "I want to help you
understand the body" and then offers help in ways of moving one's body.

But I want to talk about some things that are missed within this set
of assumptions. Feminism can speak for women's interests. It normally
claims to. And women are ill-served by an arrangement when people
assume that criticism of feminism is at the expense of women's interests.
We need to open a door that American culture does not open. We need to
open the possibility of being willing to challenge feminism in order to
further women's interests. Not on all points, but if we never open that



door, disturbing things can happen.

If you ask someone outside of feminism who "the enemy" is to
feminists, the common misunderstanding is, "Nonfeminist men." And
that's certainly part of the problem and not part of the solution, but the
real vitriol feeds into jokes like "How many men does it take to open a
beer?—She should have it open when she brings it to him." The real
vitriol is reserved for the contented housewife who wants to be married,
have children, and make a home, and not have a professional career
because of what she values in homemaking itself.

Feminism is against "patriarchy." That means that much that is
positive in the tradition is attacked along with masculism. That means
that whatever the tradition provided for women is interpreted as harmful
to women, even if it benefits women. Wendy Shalit makes an interesting
argument in A Return to Modesty that sexual modesty is not something
men have imposed on women against their nature for men's benefit; it is
first and foremost a womanly virtue that protects women. We now have a
defaced version of traditional society, but to start by assuming that
almost everything in the culture is a patriarchal imposition that benefits
only men, sets the stage for throwing out a great many things that are
important for women. It sets the stage, in fact, for completing the attack
that masculism began. (The effect of throwing out things that strike you
as patriarchal on a culture has much the same effect as killing off species
in an ecosystem because you find them unpleasant. It is an
interconnected, interdependent, and organic whole that all its members
need. That's not quite the right way of saying it, but this image has a grain
of truth.) Masculism scorned the traditional place for men, and was
masculine only in that it rebelled against perceivedly feminine virtue.
Feminism does not include a large number of women's voices in America
and an even larger number worldwide—because feminism lumps them all
together in "The Enemy." At times feminism can look anti-woman.

So everything will be OK if we resist feminism? No. First, if the
tradition is right—let us say, in the controversial point that associates
women with the home—that doesn't make much sense of today's options
that don't really let women be women and don't let men be men. What is
the closest equivalent to women reigning in one of society's most
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important institions? Is it to be a housewife with a lunchtime discussion
group, which seems to work wonders for depression caused by
loneliness? Is it for women to keep house and work part time? Is it to
work full time, and find an appropriate division of labor with their
husbands? I have trouble telling which of these is best, and it doesn't help
matters to choose an option just because it bothers feminists. I think that
women (and, for that matter, men) have an impoverished set of options
today. Unfortunately, some of the most practical questions are also the
ones that are hardest to answer.

Second and more importantly, reacting against feminism, or much of
anything else, is intrinsically dangerous. If feminism has problems, we
would be well advised to remember that heresies often start when people
react against other heresies and say that the truth is so important they
should resist that heresy as much as they can. Reactions against heresy
are often heresy.

Let me explain how not to respond to feminism's picture of what
men should be. You could say that feminism wants women to be more
like men and men to be more like women, and that has a significant
amount of truth. But if you dig in and say that men should be rugged and
independent and say, "I am the master of my fate. I am the captain of my
soul!", and women should be weak, passive creatures that are always in a
swoon, there are several major problems.

The phrase "I am the master of my fate. I am the captain of my soul!"
is something that nobody but God should say. Someone greater than us is
the master of our fate, and someone greater than us is the master of our
soul, and that is our glory. To be a man is to be under authority. Perhaps
it irks feminists that the Bible tells wives to submit to their husbands as
well as telling husbands to love their wives with the greatest and most
costly love. (I've heard some first class citizens pointing out that the Bible
requires something much heftier of husbands than mere submission—
loving and loving their wives on the model of Christ going so far as to
give up his life for the Church.) But the tradition absolutely does not say
"Women are to be second-class citizens because they are under men's
authority and men are to be first-class citizens because they have the
really good position of being free from authority." To be a man is to be



under authority, to be a woman is to be under authority, and to be human
is to be under authority. To masculism this looks demeaning because
immature masculinity resists being under authority or being in
community or any other thing that men embrace when they grow up. But
Orthodoxy is a call to grow up, and it is a call to men to be contributing
members of a community and to be under authority. To tell men, "Be
independent!" is to tell them, "Refuse to grow up!"

What about women? Shouldn't they be passive and dependent? Let's
look at one of the Bible's most complete treatments of what a woman
should be like. I'll give my own slightly free translation from the Greek
version of Proverbs (31:10-31):

Who can find a valorous wife?
She is more precious than precious stones.
Her husband wholeheartedly trusts her, and will have no lack of
treasures.
Her whole life works good for her husband.
She gathers wool and linen and weaves with her hands.
She has become like a trading ship from afar, and she gathers her
living.
She rises at night, and gives food to her house, and assigns work to
her maids.
She examines and buys a farm, and plants a vineyard with the fruit of
her hands.
She girds her loins with strength and strengthens her arms for work.
She tastes how good it is to work, and her candle stays lit the whole
night long.
She reaches her hands to collective work, and applies her hands to
the spindle.
She opens her hands to the needy, and extends fruit to the poor.
Her husband does not worry about the men at home when he spends
time abroad;
All her household has clothing.
She makes double weight clothing for her husband,
And linen and scarlet for herself.
Her husband is respected when he engages in important business at
the City Hall.



When he is seated in council with the elders of the land.

She makes fine linens and sells belts to the Canaanites.

She opens her mouth with heedfulness and order, and is in control of
her tongue.

She clothes herself in strength and honor, and rejoices in the future.
The ways of her household are secure, and she does not eat the bread
of idleness.

She opens her mouth with wisdom, according to the deep law.

Her mercy for her children prepares them, and they grow rich, and
her husband praises her.

Many daughters have obtained wealth, and many have worked
vilantly, but you have surpassed them all.

Charm is false, and a woman's [physical] beauty is shallow:

For a wise woman is blessed, and let her praise the fear of the Lord.
Give her the fruit of her labors, and let her husband be praised at the
City Hall.

I have several things to say about this text. To open with, I'll
understand if you say this is an intimidating standard to be held up
against, but if you say this affirms the ideal of women as passive and
delicate, I'm going to have to ask what on earth you mean. Second, if you
read the text closely, you can see hints of how important homes were to
business and charity. Most business and charity were based in the home.
Third, most translations use not quite the right word when they say,
"Who can find a good wife?" The word used is not just "good". It's a word
one could use of a powerful soldier. Fourth, at the risk of sounding snide,
the words about not measuring womanhood by physical beauty beat body
image feminism to the punch by about three thousand years. Fifth and
finally, the text talks about this woman as a lot of things—as strong, as
doing business, as farming, as manufacturing. But there's one thing it
does not say. It does not interpret "woman" in terms of "victim."

There is something somewhat strange going on. If we ask what is the
wealthiest nation on earth, it's the U.S.A. If we ask what nation wields the
most political clout on earth, it's the U.S.A. And if we ask some slightly
different questions, and ask what nation feminism has had the most
success reforming the culture, the U.S. might not be at the very top, but



it's at least near the top. The same is true if we ask what nation women
hold the most political clout in: the U.S. is either at the top or near the
top. If we ask what nations women hold the most civil rights, and have
most successfully entered traditionally male occupations, the U.S. is
probably near the top. Now let us turn to still another kind of question:
what are the women in the most powerful, and one of the most feminist-
reformed, nations in the world, doing? If we're talking about uneducated
and lower-class women, the answer is simply living life as women. But if
we look at educated, middle-class women, the answer tends to be simple
but quite different: they are Fighting in the fray for the lowest rung on the
ladder of victimization.

To be fair to feminists, I must hastily add that it's a fray because it
has a lot of participants besides feminists. The handicapped, gay, and
racial minorities are also fighting, and it seems that everybody wants in.
For that matter, a good many able-bodied, straight, white men also want
in on the action; many middle-aged white applicants complain that
affirmative action has biased the hiring process against them. To many of
those who do not belong to an easily recognized victim's group, the cry is,
"When can I be a victim so I can get some rights?" It seems that fighting
for the lowest rung on the ladder of victimization has become the
American national sport.

It seems like I'm mentioning a lot of paradoxes about feminism. Let
me mention something else that concerns me. The term "consciousness
raising" sounds like something everybody should support—after all, what
could be wrong with enhancing someone's consciousness? But what does
this term mean? To be somewhat blunt, "consciousness raising" means
taking women who are often happy and well-adjusted members of society
and making them hurt and miserable, not to mention alienated. Among
feminists today, the more a woman identifies with the feminist
movement, the more hurt and angry she is, the more she seems to be able
to see past appearances and uncover a world that is unspeakable hostile
to women. For that matter, historically the more feminism has developed
and the more success feminism has had reforming society, the more
women, or at least feminists, are sure the world is grinding an invisible,
or if you prefer, highly visible, axe against women. Are there alternatives



to this? What about feminists who say that going back isn't an option?
I'm not going to try to unravel whether there is an escape; I'm focusing on
a different question, whether "consciousness raising" contributes to living
in joy. If an animal's leg is caught in a steel trap, the only game in town
may be to gnaw off its own leg. The question of, "Is it necessary?" is one
question, but I'm focusing on the question of, "Is it basically good?" For
the animal, chewing off its own leg is not good, even if it's the only game
in town, and taking women who are happy and making them miserable is
not good. You can argue that it is the only game in town, but if it's a
necessary evil, it is still an evil, and naming this process "consciousness
raising” is a bit like taking a piece of unconstitutional legislation that
rescinds our civil liberties and naming it the "USA Patriot Act." It's a
really cool name hiding something that's not so cool. The issue of whether
there is anything better is one issue (I believe Orthodoxy is a better
alternative), but there are two different issue going on here, and it is not
clear that "consciousness raising" benefits women.

I've raised some unsettling points about feminism. And at this point
I would like to suggest that Orthodoxy is what feminism is reaching for.
What do I mean? There are a lot of points of contact between feminism's
indictment of what is wrong with patriarchy and Orthodoxy's indictment
of what is wrong in the West. (Both are also kook magnets, but we won't
go into that.) I mentioned one thing that feminism and Orthodoxy have
in common; there are a great many more, and some of them are deep. But
there are also differences. Orthodoxy doesn't deliver women who are hurt
and angry; Orthodoxy has a place for women to be women, and for
women to enjoy life. Feminism tries to be pro-woman, but ends up giving
its most vitriolic treatment to women who disagree with it: we do not
have the sisterhood of all women, as feminism should be, but a limited
sisterhood that only includes feminists. Orthodoxy has its own vitriol, but
there is also a great tradition of not judging; even in our worship people
are doing different things and nobody cares about what the next person is
doing. We don't believe salvation ends at our church doors, and in
general we don't tell God who can and cannot be saved. Feminism is a
deep question, and Orthodoxy is a deep answer.

That is at least a simplistic picture; it's complex, but I cannot help
feeling I've done violence to myv subiect matter. It seems my treatment



has combined the power and s:crenguth of a nimble housecat with the
agility and grace of a mighty elephant. I would like to close with
something related to what I said in the beginning, about knowing.

Christiane Northrup's Women's Bodies, Women's Wisdom talks
about how women do not always feel the need to rush and get to the
point, not because they are doing a bad job of getting that task out of the
way (as necessary but unpleasant), but because to women things are
interconnected, and the things a woman says before "the point" are
things she sees as connected that add something to the point. This article
has some of the qualities Women's Bodies, Women's Wisdom finds in
women, and I see things as interconnected. Beyond analysis, there is
synthesis. If this article discusses many things that are connected to the
point, that is not because I am trying to write like a woman would. It's not
something extra that I've decided to add; in fact it would be difficult for
me to uproot this from how I communicate. And it's not because I am
trying to balance out my masculinity by being more feminine, or be
androgynous, or because I'm trying to be woman-like out of a guilt factor.
There are other reasons why, but I would suggest that it's an example of
Orthodox manhood at work. Not the only example, and certainly not the
best, but my point is that there is an important sense in which Orthodoxy
is what feminism is reaching for. But to immediately get to the point
would give an impression that is strange and deceptive, and almost
completely fail to convey what is meant by the claim. That is why I've
been spending my time exploring a web of interconnections that help
show what that claim means.

Orthodoxy is about helping us to be fully human, and that includes
divinely inspired support for both men and women. It is other things as
well, but part of why I became Orthodox was that I realized there were
problems with being a man in Western Christianity. Orthodoxy is the
most gender balanced Christian confession in terms of numbers, and I
came to ask the rather abrasive question, "Does Orthodoxy draw more
men than Evangelicalism because Orthodoxy understands sanctification
as deification and Evangelicalism understands sanctification as a close
personal relationship with another man?" I never got much of an answer

to that question (besides "Yes"). And even though I'm looking for more in
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was that it is the best environment for being a man that I found. And I'm
coming to realize that men are only half the picture in Orthodoxy.

Because everything is connected, if you hurt men, women get hurt,
and if you hurt women, men get hurt... and if you think about what this
means, it means that you cannot make an environment that is healthy for
men but is destructive to women. Nor can you make an environment that
is healthy for women but destructive to men. Orthodoxy's being good for
men is not something that is stolen from women. It is good for men
because God instituted it as a gift to the whole human race, not only for
men.

There are things that are deeply wrong with Western culture. Would
you rather be working on an analysis of the problem, or learn to grow into
its solution?



The Fulfillment of Feminism

There was one time when I was sitting in Danada Convenient Care,
waiting for a blood draw. A mother led in a little girl who was bawling, sat
her down in the waiting area, and began to attend to all the little details:
sign in on a clipboard, speak with the office staff, sign a waiver, present
an insurance card. The girl was bawling because she had apparently
slammed her thumbnail in a door. After a little while I came over and
began talking with her. I asked her what her favorite color was. I asked,
"What kind of musical instrument does a dog play?" (answer: a
trombone). I tried to get her talking, but most of what I said went over
her head. After a while, I realized two things. First, I was failing rather
miserably to engage her in conversation; I literally could not think of
many things to say that a child of that age could respond to. And second,
she stopped crying. Completely. I was struck by the near-total lack of pain
in her face as she looked at me.

Eventually, I was called in for my blood draw. When I came out,
things were totally different. The mother was sitting next to her daughter,
and paying attention to her. The daughter was drawn into her mother's
attention. I said goodbye and left.

On another occasion, I was at a dinner at someone's house, and my
eyes were drawn to a goldfish in a fishbowl. I asked the hostess how old
the goldfish was, and her answer was followed shortly by my asking how
she managed to keep a goldfish for that long. And I remember vividly her
answer. She said, "I talk to it," and then stooped down and began talking
to the fish like it was a small child. The fish began eagerly swimming



towards her, as if it were trying to swim through the glass to meet her.

Love is a spiritual force, and I thought her answer was looney then
because I didn't understand that there are more than material forces that
can affect whether a fish is healthy. I thought that the idea of love or hate
affecting how a plant grows made a great exotic feature in fantasy, but in
the real world science accounts for all the factors in how long a fish lives.
Of course it matters that the hostess fed the goldfish and kept the
fishbowl clean, but the reason the fish was alive and healthy was because
she loved it. (And she's a woman with a big heart.) And it matters, no
doubt, that I made eye contact with the little girl and squatted to try to be
at eye level. But the reason I was able to draw her out of intense pain was
the power that love has. I can count on my fingers the times I've been in
worse pain than smashing my thumbnails as a child; her pain was
atrocious. What was strong enough to pull her out of that pain wasn't my
posture, or anything suave at my clumsy failures to say things that were
age-appropriate. What pulled her out of her deep pain was love, and I was
delighted to see her mother, who had been so busy with a thousand
necessary details, giving her attention and love to her now comforted
daughter. The mother told me as I said goodbye, "You have a very gentle
way about you," and I hold that story in my heart as one of my triumphs.

It's hard to pick out a theme more foundational to feminist ethics,
and perhaps the whole of feminism, than caring. Many feminists
understand feminism as trying to move from a world dominated by male
aggression to a world nurtured through motherly love and caring. And I
would like to talk about love in Orthodoxy after talking about aggression.

The term "male aggression" is used a lot. The word "aggression" has
a double meaning. Narrowly, "aggression" means "unprovoked violence,"
a violence that is evil. But there is another meaning to "aggressive," when
a doctor pursues an "aggressive" treatment, for instance. Here
"aggressive" does not literally mean violence and need not be at all evil...
but there is a connection between the two. There is a real reason why we
speak of an "aggressive" business plan as well as an "aggressive" assault.
Why does "aggressive" sometimes mean "energetically active," something
that can be good, when the "main" usage is for something despicable?



Men are more likely to be aggressive than women. In which sense?
Actually, both, and there's a link between the two senses that offers
insight into what it means to be a man. Talking about "male aggression"
is not simply man-bashing, even if it is often done in exactly that fashion.
There is something spirited and something fiery that is part of manhood,
something that can be very destructive, but something that can be
channeled. I don't think any of us need to be told that masculine
aggressiveness can be destructive. But that is not the full story of
masculine energy. Channeled properly, male aggressive energy means
projects. It means adventures and exploration. It means building
buildings, questing after discoveries, giving vision to a community. The
same thing that can be very destructive can also energize a man's gifts to
society. It can be transformed.

I would pose the question: If masculine aggression can be
transformed in this manner, what about feminine and motherly caring?

Love is big in Orthodoxy. God is love. God is light, and other things
can also be said, but he is love. The entirety of ethics and moral law is
about loving God and one's neighbor. The entirety of spiritual discipline,
which Orthodoxy as well as feminist spirituality recognize as important
for sustained growth, is a spiritual support not simply to one's salvation,
but to love. If my spiritual discipline does not turn me in love towards
you, it is fundamentally incomplete. Spiritual discipline without love for
others is self-contradictory as a friendship without another person.

What's the relationship between love and caring? Are they
synonyms? There is a deep connection, but I believe that an important
difference shows up in the question of abortion.

"My body, my choice!" makes a powerful and easy-to-remember
political slogan. But nobody believes it, or at least people who have
abortions don't believe it. Post-abortion is not about assuring women that
it was just a surgery that removed something unwanted, but quite to the
contrary is about helping women grieve the loss of a child. You may be
able to make a legal argument that the child is part of the mother's body,
or say it's just a potential life that was stopped. But trying to use that in
post-abortion counseling is like telling someone who's drinking milk that



has gone bad that the milk is really quite fresh. You might be able to
convince other people that the milk is really quite fresh, but not the
person who's actually drinking it. And women who have abortions are the
ones who are drinking the rancid milk. In coffee table discussions you can
deny that the death of a child is involved and say it's just unwanted tissue.
If you're not drinking the milk, you can be conned into believing it's still
fresh. But if you're drinking it? Post-abortion counseling helps women
grieve the loss of a child, and for that reason cannot say "It was just a
potential life!"

If women who have abortions don't believe the rhetoric, then why
does abortion take place? Quite often, these women feel stuck between a
rock and a hard place in which there seem to simply be no good options.
This is part of why the pro-life movement has made a major shift to
offering compassion and practical help to people in that position. It's a
difficult position, and feminists will often argue that abortion is the most
caring way out. It is not caring, the line goes, to bring a child into a
situation where it will not be cared for, and women should be caring to
themselves by not saddling themselves with too much responsibility. And
so the ethics of caring sometimes finds abortion the appropriate choice.

In many ethical frameworks you can get away with saying that a
mother's love is one love among others. That simply doesn't fly here. In
feminism, a mother's love is considered the most intimate love and a
mother's caring is meant to be the foundation of a better way of living. It
is feminists who have given motherly caring the greatest emphasis and
the most central place, and feminists who most fervently defend what any
woman who's had an abortion knows and grieves as the loss of a child.
It's almost as if a coalition of historians and archivists were the ones most
fervently defending the practice of burning old documents.

My reason for mentioning this is not simply irony. My reason for
pointing this out is to suggest that something's wrong, and maybe
motherly caring isn't strong enough to support the weight feminism asks
it to bear. Part of this odd picture is surely rationalization: part of what
feminists want is the freedom to live a certain way but not deal with its
consequences: be sexually active and not deal with children when they
don't want to, and if killing, or in today's carefully chosen terms,



"reproductive choice," is the necessary price for freedom on those terms,
they accept that price. Part of this is rationalization, but not all. Part of
this is the weakness of caring when it is asked to do what feminists hope
it will do. Asking motherly caring to do what feminists want is kind of like
trying to drive a top-notch car engine to work. It may be a very good
engine, and an engine may be indispensible to any functioning car, but
things go much better if we have the whole car. I'm not just saying that
abortion is wrong. I'm saying that if the people who bear the banner of
"mother's love" as the healing balm for society's ills are the ones who
defend that practice, we have a red flag that may point to another
problem: maybe caring might not do what feminists think it does. Maybe
it's not enough.

So what would a whole car look like?
I'd like to quote a passage that has one teacher's take on love:

Then a Jewish law scholar stood up to test Jesus, and said
"Teacher, what must I do to inherit eternal life?"

Jesus answered him, "What is written in the law? How do you
read it?"

He said to him, "You must love the Lord your God out of your
whole heart, with your whole soul, with your whole strength, and
with your whole mind, and love your neighbor even as you love
yourself."

He said, "That's right; do this and you will live."

But the scholar wanted to be proved righteous before Jesus. He
said, "Who is my neighbor?"

Jesus answered and said, "Someone was going down from
Jerusalem to Jericho and brigands assaulted him, stripping him and
leaving him half dead. And by providence a priest was going down
that way and saw him and passed by, giving him a wide berth.
Likewise, a Levite was travelling the same way, saw him, and gave



him a wide berth. Then a travelling Samaritan came across him and
was moved with mercy, in the depths of his bowels, and came over,
and dressed his wounds with oil and wine, mounted him on his own
beast, and brought him to an inn and nurtured him. And the next
day he gave a good chunk of his wealth to the innkeeper and said,
"Take care of him, and if he needs anything more, I will repay you
when I come back.' Now which one of these three do you suppose
showed himself a neighbor to the man who was assaulted by
brigands?"

He said, "The one who showed mercy to him."
Jesus said to him, "Go and live that way."

(Luke 10:25-37, my translation) Cloud and Townsend's
appropriately titled Boundaries: When to Say Yes, When to Say No to
Take Control of Your Life argues that this story is a good illustration of
their version of boundaries, and that was when I started listening to some
nagging doubts about their theory. They said this was a good example of a
measured response: the Samaritan made a moderate and limited
response, got the Jew to safety and paid some expenses, and left. Cloud
and Townsend ask us to imagine the wounded Jew saying "I need you to
stay here," and the moderate Samaritan drawing a their-version-of-
appropriate-boundary and saying "I've made a moderate response and
need to move on." and saying "No," the way their version of boundaries
draws a line and says, "No." And I have not heard a treatment of this
story that is further from the truth.

The route from Jerusalem to Jericho was up until the eighteenth
century a dangerous place with bandits, and one well-known ruse was to
have one bandit lying in the way, apparently grievously wounded, and if
someone stopped, the bandits would take advantage of that mercy to
assault and rob him. Jesus was saying that the Samaritan stopped in a
bad part of Chicago in the middle of the night because a voice in a dark
alley said, "Help me." And the Jews and Samaritans hated each other;
they didn't have, like today, a setup where people want not to be racist.
For that Samaritan to help that Jew was for one gang member to stick his
neck out pretty far for a stranger who was from a hostile gang. This is



near the top of stupid things you absolutely don't do. Was Jesus
exaggerating? He was making a quite ludicrous exaggeration to make the
point that your neighbor is every person you meet and every person you
do not meet, every person who you like, every person who bothers you,
every person who is kind, every enemy and every pest you loathe. Jesus
was exaggerating, in fact, to respond to someone who was trying to be too
comfortable and make him pointedly uncomfortable. I believe the other
person was expecting Jesus to draw a reasonable line of reasonable
boundaries to his love, and Jesus was quite blunt about setting an
impossible and unreasonable standard.

If we try hard enough, we can shut our eyes and neutralize this story.
We can neutralize how uncomfortable it makes us; we can neutralize any
way this story might contradict today's psychological dogma of
boundaries... and we can neutralize the priceless pearl that this story is
meant to help us find. And this story does hold a priceless pearl for us.

The point is not that if someone asks you into a situation that makes
you uncomfortable, you must go. I don't really think the point is to set
much of any kind of literal prescription for how far your love must go.
The point is that what is being asked is impossible. Simply impossible,
and beyond your power, and beyond my power. It's a command of, "You
must be strong enough to lift a mountain." If someone said, "You must be
strong enough to lift four hundred pounds off the ground," that would be
possible for some people with dedicated training. But the most powerfully
built athlete who goes through the most disciplined training cannot lift a
medium-sized boulder, let alone a mountain. Jesus isn't saying, "You
must be strong enough to lift four hundred pounds," which is something
that some of us could achieve through a gargantuan effort. He's saying,
"You must be strong enough to lift a mountain," and he's exaggerating,
but the whole point is that he's asking something impossible. Only the
divine can love that way.

The whole secret hinges on that. The divine became human that the
human might become divine. The Creator entered into the creation that
the creation might enter into the Creator. Orthodoxy is not a set of rules,
however good, to safeguard purely human love. The point of Orthodoxy is
to be transformed by the divine love so we can live the life that God lives



and love with the love that God loves. It is to live the life of Heaven,
beginning here and now. It is to transfigure every human love so that it
becomes divine love. Out of love, God became as we are, that out of love
we might become as he is. And what feminism seeks in caring grows to its
full stature in Orthodoxy.

There is something fundamental that is missed about Orthodoxy if it
is understood as a set of practices organized around love, or a set of ideas
in which love is prominent, or a movement which tries to help people be
more loving. That has some truth, but the truth is more than that. The
human cannot be understood without the divine; to be human is to
participate, however imperfectly, in God. Orthodoxy can no longer be
understood as a movement or a system of ideas and practices than a
campfire can be understood as a collection of sticks. The sticks are not
just arranged a certain way in a campfire; they burn, and you cannot
understand even the arrangement of the sticks unless you are aware of
the fire that is the reason they are arranged. Not only to be Orthodox but
to be human is to be made in the image of God, which in Orthodoxy has
always meant that we are not separate miniatures of God, but
manifestations of his glory. God is not merely a First Cause who started
things off; he is the blazing Sun whose light shines on everything that
daylight illuminates.

Orthodoxy is the fulfillment of feminism. If feminism is a deep
question, Orthodoxy is a deep answer that responds to the depths of
motherly love with the limitless depths of divine love. This is not just with
love. More spiritual feminists tend to like the idea of synchronicity, the
idea that materialist causation isn't the whole picture. Synchronicity is
the idea that they're not just isolated domino chains with one domino
knocking another domino down; the chains are linked in ways that go
beyond dominos bumping into each other. There is a richer picture. And
Orthodoxy believes all this and more. Orthodoxy has never been through
the Enlightenment, when people tried to argue that scientific knowledge
is the only valid kind of knowledge and that the kind of cause-and-effect
science studies is not only valid but the only way things come about.
People used to believe something richer, and in Orthodoxy we still do:
that there can be reasons why things happen; there is an explanation for



"Why?" and not just a mechanism that answers "How?" Dominoes do
fall, but you will never understand the picture if you only think there are
isolated chains of dominoes. All of this is part of the Orthodox
understanding of divine providence. Yet providence is deeper than
synchronicity. Synchronicity is a jailbreak; providence is a voyage home.
Less flatteringly, synchronicity is providence with its head cut off.
Synchronicity recognizes interesting designs in the events of our lives.
Providence turns from those interesting designs to an interesting
designer, and to some Orthodox, the idea of trying to be spiritual by
delving into synchronicity and other themes of Jungian psychology is like
inviting people over for wine and cheese and serving Velveeta. We have
Camembert, we have Brie, we have goat cheese, and when Orthodox see
how often "being spiritual” to a feminist means "digging into Jungian
psychology," we want to tell you that Velveeta isn't your only choice!
Jesus said, "You will know a tree by its fruits:" people's lives can offer a
serious red flag about whether you should trust them and trust what they
say. Orthodoxy has saints with better lives than a psychiatrist widely
known to have slept with his patients in a relationship that was far more
problematic than a mere case of raging hormones. Velveeta's the easiest
cheese to find at most stores, but it's possible to find better. Orthodoxy
deeply engaged the pillars of Jungian psychology far earlier than Jung
did, and the reason we reach for something better is that there is
something better to reach for.

Feminism senses that there is something wrong with Western
culture, and is searching for healing. One of the strange things about
Orthodoxy is that you realize you were right all along. Becoming
Orthodox has been a confirmation of things I've sensed, and this is not
because I was a particular type of Christian or because I am a man, but
because I'm human. I believe that becoming Orthodox, to a feminist, will
mean much more than an affirmation of what feminism yearns for. But
that's not the only strange thing. One Calvin and Hobbes strip shows the
two characters walking through a wood. Calvin asks, "Do you believe in
evolution? You know, do you believe that humans evolved from
monkeys?" Hobbes' answer is simple: "I can't tell any difference.” The
strip ends with Calvin chasing Hobbes. Orthodoxy might answer the
question, "Do you believe evolution is the right answer to the question,



'Why is there life as we know it?" by saying:

No, evolution is absolutely not the right answer to the question,
"Why is there life as we know it?" For that matter, it is not even a
wrong answer to the question, "Why is there life as we know it?" It is
not an answer to any "Why?" question at all. It is an answer to a
"How?" question, and even if evolution were the whole truth and
didn't have any problems answering, "How is there life as we know
it?" it is a mechanism to tell how things happen and not an
explanation of why things happened. To say, "Why is there life as we
know it? Because life evolved just like the theory of evolution says,"
is a bit like saying, "Why is the dining room light on? Because the
switch is in the 'on' position, causing electricity to flow so that the
light glows brightly." That's how the light is on, but the reason why
the light on is that someone decided, "I want light."

The theory of evolution doesn't answer that question. It might
answer a different question, but the theory of evolution is not so
much false as a distraction, if you are interested in the great and
terrible question, "Why?" Instead of figuring out whether evolution
is the correct mechanism, you might realize that it answers a
different question, and start to ask the question, "Why is there life as
we know it?"

"Why is there life as we know it?" is a meaty question, a you can
grow into, and if you grow into it, you can learn about a creation that
reflects God's glory. You can learn about layers of symbol, and a
physical world that is tied up with the spiritual and manifests its
glory. You can learn about many layers of existence, and the body
that has humanity as its head. You can learn that the mysteries in a
woman's heart resonate with the mysteries of life, and begin to see
how a woman in particular is an image of the earth. You can learn
about all sorts of spiritual qualities that the theory of evolution will
never lead you to ask about. And you might learn that there are other
questions, deeper questions to grow into, and start to grow into
something even deeper than trying to answer questions.

So no, the theory of evolution is not the right way to answer the



question, "Why is there life as we know it?"

And most of the time it happens without any philosophy or need to
wrap your mind around some dense or subtle idea. Part of Orthodoxy is
being caught off-guard by God again and again. It's being informed, "I
can't tell any difference." It's asking how to pursue a great goal and
learning that you shouldn't have been pursuing that goal in the first place.
It's trying to find the best way to get all your ducks lined up, and asking
the Lord's help, and realizing that the Lord is calling for you to trust him
and let him worry about the ducks. If he wants to. These are two sides of a
paradox, and Orthodoxy presents them both to everyone.

And both are part of coming home.



A Strange Archaeological Find

To my most excellent friend and pupil:

Yes, you are correct about the letter's origins, and you are right to be
somewhat confused. This one's going to take a more than a few words.

Literature from almost any place can be timeless. This people had an
epic poem that appeared to be about cat and mouse, but was really about
much more: the struggle between good and evil, and the vindication of
the oppressed. We do not have a complete manuscript, but we know their
children would listen to these poems for hours. I know the criticisms of
that literature, and they are all true—but the literature is universal and
timeless. I read some of it to my youngest, and he was laughing.

However, not everything they made is that universal. You asked if
the document you'd found showed unusual local color. I'd rather call it a
slagheap of discarded local paints and pigments. Making sense is going to
take some explaining, but keep your cheer. By the time you're done, you
may find some other things less difficult to think about.

Remember the lecture illustration of the potato. At one end is the
entirety of man, or what is universally human; at the other end, the full
specificity of one man. Understanding man, or understanding one man,
means in part moving in an infinitely differentiated space full of nuance. I
don't need to remind you that the actual lesson has other dimensions as
well, in part because we aren't getting that far with this letter.
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Now think about those things that are corporate to a people. l1ake a
thin slice of the potato, and throw the rest away—yes, I know, that's most
of the potato. Now there's... I'll explain what the other slice is in a bit, but
imagine another, even thinner slice of the slice, so what's left is a line—a
line that looks like a point if you view it the wrong way.

What is that second slice? Step into a friend's field, and leave a rock
to remember your place. Now walk to his house, counting the steps. Then
walk back, and walk to some other landmark—a tree, perhaps, and count
your steps. Now forget the earth beneath your feet, the grass you see, the
children smiling, and the birds overhead—not quite 'forget', that's too
strong, but push them back as secondary. What counts, what makes that
place uniquely itself, is the number of steps you counted in going to the
house and the tree. Of course the steps can be used to find that place, but
imagine further that the number of steps make that place what it is—and
it would be quite different if the house had been built ten paces further.

They do this with the number of winters that have passed. That is the
second slice, and it is viewed end-on, so as to only be a point—but the
strange thing is they do not think this is part of the picture, but that it is
the picture. In a strange way, that line, viewed end-on, is much bigger
than the potato we think of; it's not just a teacher's illustration, even one
that is repeated very often, but an idea so basic and foundational that
most of them aren't aware they believe it. They might perhaps be
shocked, and think the other person is irrational, if someone were to deny
the significance of one of the mantras that encapsulates this view, but...
I'm trying to think of an example... I'll have to get back to you on that.

That is one major piece of background. Another that I'll mention—
and this is not universal to the people, but something that tends to infect
the more intelligent... ok, a bit of background.

We have, and use, one basic kind of candle. Once I was able to visit
an archaist who had been able to revive one of the candles they were
using. He invited several of us in, pulled a lever...

The candle was encased in a goblet, and it had a dazzling brilliance—

as if there was a bonfire burning, and yet its flame was no larger than a
amall randle'e and it did nat flicker at all nar did it make emnke The
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light was not red nor orange, not even yellow, but purest white like the
sun—and when I broke my gaze and looked away, the other things in the
room looked as if there were a little sun in the room. It was one of the
most beautiful things I have ever seen.

As I was saying, they had several kinds of candle, but one thing they
had in common was not only that they produced light, but that when they
ran out, the wick turned black. One of their jokers, in an inspired
moment, produced a theory that what were called 'light sources' were
instead things that sucked dark: darkness was heavy, which is why if you
swim down in a lake you will find more and more dark. It was absolutely
brilliant humor, all the moreso if you know what sort of thing it parodied.

There are multiple theories like that, and there was... well, this will
require a bit of background as well. Any magical system of merit doesn't
just try to get things done; it has a theory about why the magic works, and
underneath there is a story. One of their magical theories essentially said
there was a nonexistant spirit which, despite its nonexistance, hovered
over the earth and made more of organisms that were excellent and fewer
of organisms that were poor. This theory was woven into a narrative
about great mounds of rock and fire, then earth, then lightning striking a
lake and bringing something to life, then the spirit working that one
living thing into a symphony of diversity, organisms coming and going,
until at last mortal gods walked the earth... and then, in the truly greatest
speaking, all returns to elemental chaos. It is a truly great myth, and I am
saddened that our storytellers do not recount anything like it.

There is an idea of a 'meme’, which is an idea, story, or joke,
construed as a living thing that this sort of spirit is operating on. I was
interested when I encountered the idea, and read with even more interest
when the Principia Cybernetica described memes in explicitly more
anthromorphic terms than people. Here, I was certain, was a masterpiece
of comedic genius...

...and then one of my colleagues explained that it wasn't. It was
deadly serious. I thought it parodied dirty sleight-of-hand in anti-
Christian polemics... but it didn't. It couched terms in heavily prejucial
language. like their example question of, "Have vou stopped beating vour



wife?" but somehow even very bright Christians accepted what far less
intelligent ones intuited to be unfair and insulting.

Now I remember one of the catch-phrases, in terms of how
important the number of passed winters was for them. I'd have to look at
their literature for more, but one of them was, "We're entering the third
millenium." As spoken, it was not simply the answer to a trivial question,
but a statement of great metaphysical import. From what little I can tell,
if someone contradicted this association, it was to them as if he had
contradicted that the sun was white.

I think I've given enough of a preface to look at the letter—rather
than writing a full letter of preliminaries. Here's the opening:

Several things relate here. Trying to 'see' what happened in
history, particularly where we are looking at the origins of
Christianity, is to me somewhat akin to being in a river trying to look
back through all the moving water and intuiting what the source
looked like when the water you are in now started to flow. 'Tis murky
indeed... Those historians and theologians, who might have us
believe they are not looking back through the murky river as we are
but rather hovering over the source in a helicopter somehow
transported back through time, are slipping in a priestly function in
so doing.

I'd like to say a few things. As regards your main questions on this
passage, you got one right and one wrong. The Helicopter was a giant
mechanical bird capable of carrying men—oh, about that question, these
things were produced by magic, but it was not occult practice to use
them; this is not an occult reference, and I don't want to delve into why
not. You were right about that.

What you were wrong about is your reading that the people being
criticized are looking downstream while the letter's author is in the
priveleged Helicopter able to look down on the ancient Christians and the
people he was criticizing. That isn't what he was saying at all... wait, I
know why you would think that. You might be right in that that is what he
was really saying. Kind of like the koan I'll adapt:



An ancient Christian looked troubled.
One later Christian said, "He is troubled."

Another Christian said, "How do you know whether or not he's
troubled? You're not him!"

The other replied, "How do you know whether or not I know
whether or not he's troubled? You're not me!"

The tone and spirit of the letter indeed suggests that the ancient
Christians, and the author's conservative contemporaries, are trapped in
a river, while the author is hovering about freely in the Helicopter.
However, that is not the intent. The intent was to accuse the
conservatives of doing something that would appear strange given the
assumptions of a metaphor that runs counter to their thought, as for that
matter it did for ancient Christian thought.

Further complicating our task is our respective cultural memes
and our personal ongoing process of regeneration. The former
contains all the turbidity thrown up by all previous good thinking
and confused thinking. The latter usually contains some
unrecognized proclivities.

The reference to 'cultural memes' carries quite a lot more freight
than the already substantial freight they associate with cultures. I'm
trying to think of something to use as a metaphor to convey what is
meant here, and I am failing. It's a bit like saying "two people are
uniquely themselves and cannot converse otherwise", except that what it
plays out as is not a celebration of God's gift of humanity, where God
made each man unique and catholic, but being uniquely themselves is
construed as an impediment to catholicity: Gregory's skill in choosing
nautical metaphors is an impediment to talking with Jane, because most
people don't work that way. It's not exactly the doctrine of the Fall, either,
saying that there are dark marks on each person and society, and that
that hinders communication. It's more... the central dogma of their magic
is that there is no magic, and there is an essentially amoral and even
material conception of human culture: culture is a spiritually inert weight
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head is spinning now, and you probably understand less about them than
you did at the beginning of this paragraph.

The last sentence seems to stem from individualism, in that
corporate personality, the spirit of a society, is a source of turgidity, but
God does work with people, and he sometimes gives them special abilities
despite his difficulties in blessing communal knowledge.

Hence my insistance that we know what we are thinking with as
well as what we are thinking about.

No, this sentence is not corrupt. I checked.

Perhaps the best way to put it stems from a friend's comment that if
he takes a strong and immediate dislike to someone, it is quite often
because the other person exemplifies one of his vices. There's some
resonance with Confucius's words, "When I see a virtuous man, I try to be
like him. When I see an evil man, I reflect on my own behavior."

I understand your suggestion that the reading be emended, "Hence
my insistence that conservatives know what we think they are thinking
with, as well as what we are thinking about," but you have to understand
that the statement as read, literally, can be made in perfectly good faith.
Some people talked about the importance of knowing what they were
thinking with; the people they criticized often did so.

Regarding what is called feminism, our very use of the term
indicates the influence of our cultural meme and our submission to
someone else's cultural agenda.

You were right on this time. He's not an etymologist. However, there
are reasons besides individual carelessness that this would be presented
as serious analysis.

You know that the New Testament writers tended to read any
ambiguity for all it was worth, in their favor. The considered people
tended to be much more tightly rigorous in treating Biblical texts, but
relaxed rigor and made "Just-So" stories about words in their own time:
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"tamily man~ was taken by thelr teminist dictionary to be a mark ot
sexism (because that quality is assumed in a woman so much that we
don't have a specific term for a family woman), but you can rest assured
that, had the language had a term "family woman" but not "family man",
the dictionary entry would have talked about how sexist it was to have a
word used to talk about a woman as a "family woman", but not even have
a word to refer to a "family man".

If you ask a historian or an etymologist, their very use of the term
feminism indicates something very prosaic: a movement started, calling
itself feminism, and the name has stayed the same across time. This is a
run-of-the-mill linguistic occurence, closely related to the growth of dead
metaphor, and has the same political significance as the fact that the
gesture they use to greet a friend originated as a gesture of mistrust used
to keep a stranger from drawing a weapon: none.

However, this sort of folk analysis is innately valuable for historians.
You need to keep your eyes open for passages like this; some sentences
can tell more than a page of straightforward explanation.

In the context of biblical discussion, much progress has been
made on 'gender passages' such as 1 Timothy 2.

In their conception, that one thin slice of potato is magnified in part
by a conception of progress, a conception that ideas, like machines, grow
rust and need to be replaced for no other reason than being old. As such,
their use of the term 'progress' means something different from our
understanding of a student acquiring the expertise of his master. It
means that people are becoming better, wiser, and nobler than the people
who came before.

Given that I am writing to you and not speaking publicly, I'm not
going to traipse through and analyze the texts referred to. I can say,
without bothering to look them up, that they are using their immense
scholarly resources to make themselves stupider than they actually are,
dredging up some pretext to reverse a conclusion that is obvious to a
child of twelve. You and I do this for humor; they were quite serious.



The starting point for learning this is via Christians for Biblical
Equality. See the link to their website on the links page of
www.intelligentchristian.org. I am convinced they are right.

Yes, there is a reason for the use of the term 'Biblical equality'.
Specifically, the name functions as whitewash when even backwoods
farmers have caught on that there are problems with feminism. As far as
accuracy goes, one in two isn't bad for these things; it isn't Biblical (note
that the Bible doesn't qualify as a suggested starting point for Biblical
equality), but the choice of term makes up, if one may follow their
linguistics: they seek e-qualia, the absence of qualitative or distinctive
traits such as God created every person to exhibit. Their way of leveling
the ground also levels the people who are standing on that ground. A cue
to this is found in their use of the term 'gender' where previous thinkers
had referred to 'sexuality’.

The older term, 'sexuality’, evokes a man and a woman on a couch,
but that moment is the visible shoot atop a network of roots. The deep
root stated, in essence, that different physical characteristics are not the
end of different personhood, but the very beginning: that masculinity and
femininity are attributes of the spirit, and that differences of spirit run
deeper than differences of body. The feminist movement's search for
equality discarded this, believing there are only physical differences, and
if there's any differences in people's minds, they must be arbitrary social
constructions, namely 'gender’'.

The surface issue most commonly discussed—the only issue, to many
listeners—is the issue of whether women should be ordained. In this
regard, the people who were for women's ordination couldn't see why it
shouldn't be that way, and the people against couldn't explain. If there's
no essential difference, if as the feminists said we are one type of soul that
happens to be encased in two types of body, then it is an unambiguous
consequence that women should be ordained.

I trust you will see that something important has slipped into that
nice-looking statement. If not—think closely about "one type of soul that
happens to be encased in two types of body." What is being said? This
doesn't just impact sexuality. The teaching that we are soul encased in
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body is ancient, and it lies at the root of that great Hydra, Gnosticism.
Gnosticism starts out very rigidly ascetic, trying to be spiritual by
shunning anything bodily—because we're spirits and not bodies. Then it
shifts, and ascetics are shocked when their spiritual children engage in
every form of bodily vice—because we're spirits and not bodies, so it
doesn't matter what we do with our bodies. I've studied it, and it happens
every time.

I would recall to you an early lecture, where I distinguished a
philosophical conclusion from a practical conclusion: there's a deeper
resemblance than philosophy being practical, but I wish to talk about
them as distinct ideas. A philosophical conclusion is what a philosopher
will develop from an idea with an hour's thought, and it does not much
concern me here. A practical conclusion is what will happen over time if
you start a community believing an idea and come back to it later.
Gnostic libertinism is the practical conclusion of Gnostic asceticism.

Does the Biblical egalitarian perspective have a practical conclusion?
It does, and it is something even that Biblical egalitarian could have seen
—could have seen without engaging in the execrated practice of opening a
history book. The perspective did not originate with him; it happened
before, and the late forms were around for him to see.

The claim bandied about is that women should be ordained. Well... it
appears that women had been ordained before and after the Biblical
egalitarians, and so far as I read, God's blessing was on it. However, that's
really just a glint on the surface. What lies deeper, and the reason people
were so bent on having half the priests be priestesses, is the idea that
there is no fundamental difference between men and women beyond
what impacts the mechanics of reproduction—because if there isn't, then
of course it's ridiculous to only ordain men. That assumption was not
given critical examination.

What happened after that is what had happened every other time,
and what he could have verified by opening his eyes. If the teachings
about masculinity and femininity are erased from Christian doctrine, a
few proof texts about women's roles won't last long... very few years pass
before people explain them away, as appears "progress" in



misinterpreting the Timothy passage above. The Bible is an interlocking
whole, a great sculpture in perfect balance—and if you pull away one part
you don't like, others will not stay in place. So we celebrate the ordination
of women, or—in more honest terms—celebrate the annihilation of belief
that sexuality could inform how people contribute to the body of Christ.

After that, why be so unenlightened as to maintain sex roles
anywhere else? Why not gay marriage? By that time, it was difficult to
have anything besides a gay marriage, even with a man and a woman
both involved: it was some legal contract involving sex, but disconnected
with any expectation of loyalty or openness to children, so why not a
marriage between two men? Sure, the Bible has a couple of proof texts
about that, but they're not really any harder to "explain" and "investigate"
than those that suggest human sexuality contributes to the Church... It
wasn't an accident, by the way, that feminism specifically celebrated
lesbianism. There were of course other factors, but part of it was the
dismantling of an older teaching that celebrated sex as the interaction
between two very opposite poles.

By this time, a sculpture that had been hanging precariously slid
further down. Somewhere along the line any revelation of God as
masculine and not feminine was dismantled—because "we need to keep
an open mind and not confine God to traditional canons of gender",
meaning in practice "we need to confine God to our anti-traditional
abhorrence of sexuality." You'll remember the Re-Imagining conference
which there was that big hubbub about—celebrating the goddess and
more fundamentally believing that all the Biblical images their movement
didn't like were arbitrary imaginations put in by unenlightened men. I
frankly don't see why anyone, conservative or liberal, made such a stink
about that. It wasn't any worse than what was happening elsewhere; it
just dropped the usual mask.

A little leaven leavens the whole lump. Where people raised the axe
and chopped away one troublesome root of the Ancient Tree, what
invariably happened was that that wasn't the one troublesome root; now
that it was gone, their vision cleared to see that there was another one of
equal trouble... and another... and another... and by the time the Tree fell,
people were glad for the death of an ancient menace. The phenomenon is



a bit like a fire—the more it has, the more it wants.

I am leery of the unrecognized use of logical systems which were
developed outside scripture.

I understand your point, but I really don't think he's trying to be
ironic. "A meme is not a social construct like a syllogism; it reflects the
terrain of which the syllogism is a very imperfect map." Agreed, this is a
bad way of putting it, but... the best I can explain it is that he is brilliant,
knows many of the facets of knowing how to think, but doesn't
understand how to think. Reminds me of when I had a student trained in
memory but not our thought, who answered perfectly my questions until
I stumbled on the fact that he didn't understand what was being talked
about—he memorized words, and did so far better than I ever will, but
didn't grasp the ideas the words were meant to hold. This is different; the
author knows large chunks of the truth, but... Irenaeus wrote how false
teachings were as if someone had taken a jewel statue of the king, and
reassembled it to an imperfectly executed statue of a fox, and said the fox
were the king. There are real jewels there, but the statue isn't right.

As we now know through complexity studies, the old
Aristotelian view that A and non-A were mutually exclusive is
suspect.

In response to your question, I'm more hesitant to say that he's gone
from believing in infallible logic to believing infallible complexity study
has debunked fallible logic. It comes closer to say that logic is old and
favored by many traditional theologians, and therefore in double
jeopardy—complexity studies provide a good platform to attack it. If
Aristotle had developed complexity studies and more recent endeavors
had found logic, I believe this statement would show how logical inquiry
reveals inherent problems in complexity studies.

At any rate, after tasting old wine, he has tasted the new, and said,
"The new is better."

There is one reason to be particularly cautious in your use of
logic.



He's not saying what you think he's saying. He's not describing logic
as being like an array of tools, where you should use a file rather than a
hammer to smooth a piece of wood. The direction he's going is more,
after having seen that different tools perform different tasks, to say that
you need to be careful in using a saw to cut wood, because there are so
many things a saw isn't good at. It might be like an oral person with a
well-trained memory discovering the power of writing, and doubting the
justification of memorizing the stories he tells.

That is the instinctive, post-fall, unregenerative, inclination of
males to engineer.

In another context, you would be right; the long string of words
would convey something wonderful and poetic that one word will not tell.
Here, it is there to achieve a quite different effect that one word wouldn't:

Instinctive

I know that instincts are good: the instincts to preserve oneself,
or seek company, or procreate are part of the goodness of man. You
have to keep in mind who is using the word, though. Remember what
the feminist position implies for a theology of body: it is a husk, an
exterior, and therefore to say someone is acting on instinct, is to say
he is living by something base and exterior, and is less than a man.
He is not building up to a panegyric on the glory of intelligent
creation; he's using what is meant to be a very pejorative term.

Post-fall

I've seen this usage before, and I don't know what to make of it.
What I can tell you is that it serves as a kind of loaded language to
dismiss a feminist's opponent; the opponent is "locked into a post-
fall mode of thinking", quite often without a proper explanation of
why he is wrong. It's a sort of irrefutable trump.

The propositional content of this epithet is debatable; it states
that the Fall created an urge which has just been declared part of our
created instinct. It's rather confusing if you try to reason it out, and



much better if you don't reason it out, and just let the words flow
over you and show that whatever's being discussed is bad.

Unregenerative

This word may be read as saying that something is not itself part
of the regeneration process; unless of the whole of a Christian's life
(barring sin) is part of the regenerative process, this could just be
part of a holy life that is not concerned with the facet called
regeneration. However, in poetic context, this is part of the buildup
saying that whatever follows is bad.

Males

Here we do not even see 'men’, which in use by a feminist refers
to less than one-half of men, but 'males'... the term reminds me of a
related language, where it is considered to use the terms 'male' and
'female’ of a human: they are used in biology, but of humans it is
quite vulgar.

One other nuance, present if not obvious, is not simply as you or
I would make a such a statement: you or I would refer to women half
of the time when we were saying something sexually specific. They
wouldn't. This statement says something very insulting about 'males’,
not because this sample happens to refer to us, but because no male
feminist would dare to make such statements about women. A
female feminist may say more abrasive things about traditional
women, but a male feminist will nearly never do so. This provides a
very interesting glimpse into their view of equality.

Engineer

Literally speaking, the term refers to part of how man
participates in culture and the glory of God: that marvelous candle I
described earlier was engineered. However, it is used in a
metaphorical sense here, and is highly pejorative. The implication is
that the accused is engineering something that was never meant to
be engineered.



The interesting thing, especially with the last one, is... traditional
theology is something organic that has been passed down from
generation to generation, tended with the utmost of care by thinkers far
too humble to try to engineer it, and is now being rejected in favor of
something that has been engineered. That's why the spiritual climate
produced the ill-starred Re-Imagining conference, something that
wouldn't occur to the traditional theologians who're accused of
engineering. This irony plays out in the next line:

Disguised in much theological discussion is the 'what should
Christianity be like if I designed it?' agenda.

It is painfully obvious to you and me that making "much progress"
on Pauline passages is seeing what Christianity would be like if they
designed it, but the irony is apparently not evident there.

The list of indictments brought against traditional theology can be
interesting. Looking closely may reveal things the accusers perceive
because it is part and parcel of their world.

I don't think Christianity, or any generic god-conscious
theology, was designed or engineered by the living God in an
anthropomorphically satisfying way.

An astute observation; there is probably fertile ground for your
research into why a person making this claim would do so in the context
of criticizing traditional theology for not being anthropomorphically
satisfying to people sharing his agenda.

It matters not whether the logic we use comes from Aristotle,
Plato or Alfred E Newman, let's spell it out when we use it and justify
why we use it.

Regarding your question, about why he neither spells out his logic
nor justifies it: I honestly don't know. Perhaps he was rushed (an
unusually common emotion for them), and he decided this was a poorer
use of a small perceived available time than points of greater perceived

substance, such as the subsequent list of opponents using personal
attacke
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One of the tip-offs of the male dominator Christian theologians
Thinking about your intuition, I decided to check the archives.

An earlier note among the group had understood and responded in
depth: specifically, that domination is what a feminist would expect of
tradition because of his stereotype, and it is something read in, but is
present neither in the Bible, nor in the theologians being represented.
The 'misogynist' Paul is among few ancient writers who didn't tell
husbands to keep women in line; he addresses women as moral agents,
placing submission in their hearts, and then tells the men to love the
women, naming as their example the most costly love of all—much more
costly than submission. The group member responding had said, in so
many words, that the sigil of male headship and authority is not a crown
of gold but a crown of thorns.

Man will occasionally stumble over the truth, but most of the time he
will pick himself up and continue on. The feminist position needs the
traditional position to be abrasive to women—and if the Bible or
traditionalists clarify, never mind; the abuse will be made up in the
feminist's mind so he can still vilify the benighted.

Is their use of personal attack on egalitarian theologians.

I've done some reading of them. Once I was priveleged to visit an
arcane library that had nearly half the issues to First Things and
Touchstone, and I don't remember an article where one of them
personally attacked an opposing theologian. There was quite a lot of
polemic, and one devastating satire in The Other Face of Gaia, but... they
show a remarkable amount of restraint, and I'm getting sidetracked.

What I was going to say is that these people viewed being nice and
love as the same thing, so that talking about being loving but not nice is
equivalent to Plato talking about being eudaimonic and being evil—a
perceived contradiction in terms. In this case...

I can see how some Biblical passages would lose some of their force.


http://www.firstthings.com
http://www.touchstonemag.com

They had a concept of being 'unsanitary', kind of an amoral sense that
you could get sick from something, and they knew disgust, but they didn't
have a sense of being polluted and defiled... so few nonscholars would
read Jesus' comparison of pillars of community to whitewashed tombs as
being not merely an insult but a metaphor of their being so unholy that a
person whose shadow fell on them would be defiled for a whole week.
Likewise... they usually thought cannibalism was wrong, and knew the
plot of Oedipus Rex, but they would still read 'brood of vipers' as simply
comparing people to snakes and not with the full realization that Jesus
compared them to creatures thought to kill their mothers and eat their
way out—cannibalism and matricide being two of the most revolting
things an ancient listener could think of. I can see how they might miss
much of the abrasiveness, but there are so many other passages: "Now
the Spirit expressly says that in the last times some will renounce the
faith by paying attention to deceitful spirits and the teachings of demons
through the hypocrisy of liars whose consciences are seared with a hot
iron." You've read the Bible more than once; you could supply your own
examples.

Somehow they were able to read these passages and not question the
belief that the limits of niceness are the limits of love. I don't know how to
explain why; that's just how it is. And so apparently the theologians
mentioned are dismissed because they fail to meet a standard the Bible
itself rejects.

Wayne Grudem, for example, has vilified Cathie Kroeger. He did
this in print some time ago and it still hurts Cathie. I saw her, her
husband Dick along with Elaine Storkey at Cathie's home a few
weeks ago and it is obvious the personal attacks have done damage.

I talked with a colleague, and I believe Arius also sustained
emotional damage from what happened at Nicaea.

J I Packer has written some nasty things, using vocabulary
stemming from secular conflict.

In reference to 'vocabulary stemming from secular conflict'... I
understand your asking where the article author gets his vocabulary from,



but I'd prefer to abstain from judgment. I don't know that we have the
background to evaluate this.

James Dobson, who is a psychologist of non-biblical
foundations, has led the fight against the publication of more gender
equal translations.

I've done some research, and I think he's referring to the obvious
James Dobson... I wanted to do further research, because it's not at all
obvious to me why he's categorized as a theologian... a sharp popularizer,
to be granted, and a shade of demagogue; his psychological expertise is
held in light esteem by psychologians now and was apparently held in
light esteem then... perhaps the author was using the term 'theologian' as
a convenient designation for "anyone prominent who disagrees with
him." I don't mean that as a joke; if I had to choose between asking a
brilliant theologian or a demagogue like Dobson to lead a fight, I'd pick
the demagogue hands-down. (Perhaps the author wasn't familiar with
very many real theologians' defense of sexuality.)

The idea of gender equal translations is interesting. Assuming a
more modest objective of correcting gender bias without reading
asexuality into God, the argument is made that the original languages
used terms that were effectively asexual, so faithfully rendering them
were asexual... and the terms in the original language were grammatically
masculine which were understood to include the feminine. What's
interesting here is that the terms in English were grammatically
masculine and understood to include the feminine, universally and
without question until feminists decided them to have gender bias.

It's kind of like someone going into a room where you enjoy seeing
by candlelight, and then someone comes and brings in a blinding torch—
and you get irritated and ask why, so he explains that you need the extra
light because your eyes are dazzled.

Dobson's wife writes that the foundation of Christian marriage
is the submission of the wife to the husband.

I don't share her perspective, but it is not clear to me why this
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statement is found in Martin Luther's statement that if your theology is
perfect except for what the world, the flesh, and the Devil are at that
moment attacking, then you are preaching nothing.

Many people pick one or more specializations or areas of emphasis;
it's an understandable temptation to think that your specialization is the
center of the universe. If you're smiling at this, you might take a moment
to remember the many times you have viewed history as the foundation
to all scholarly inquiry. It's not; it has a place among the Disciplines, and
I am glad to study it, but history is not the foundation to Discipline.

It doesn't surprise me that a woman allied with Dobson would think
submission was the foundation of Christian marriage; it has the dual
qualities of being important and under attack. What I fail to see is why
her statement should be that significant.

I favour and encourage the popularization and democratization
of bible study and take the view that if a theologian can
understanding then so can I. And if I can understand it then it can be
produced in a popularly understandable form.

Part of this passage is very confusing; before and after, he is
frustrated by popularized and democratized Bible study which leads
people to contradict his conclusion. I'm not going to sort through that,
but I wish to summarize one element:

There's a kind of proverb, very common, where someone meeting a
specialist would say, "In a sentence, explain what it is that you know."
What is interesting is that this was not perceived as a riddle of heroic
proportions, or even a ridiculous question; they believed instead that the
burden of effort was on the specialist, and if he could not convey what
knowledge he had obtained by years of excellent study, then he didn't
know what he was talking about. The attitude in this challenge is
apparently present in what is proposed.

On one level, there is confusion; given that the Bible is beyond any
one person's understanding, the Bible was available, not merely in one or
two translations, but so many translations we don't have a count. Many of



these were simplified. What appears to be said is not a Wycliffe call to
make the Bible available to the common man, but a call for propaganda
that will obscure what is presently obvious to the lay reader.

Instead we get more structure from these men who design and
engineer. As I say, structure can speak louder than words. Structure
can speak louder than the word of God. And for some, structure can
become the word of God.

You have seen an article demonstrating how structure can speak
louder than the word of God, an article that seeks and begs that the
structure become the word of God. Read it closely. The allegation is made
that structure and engineering are the realm of the tradition with no
consideration made for how they might belong to the re-imaginers. Go to
the First Things archive and read The Skimpole Syndrome: never mind if
you dislike it, but is that the writing of an engineer? Then read materials
from Re-Imagining 2000 and ask if you see a reverent and trusting
preservation of a transcendent and divine gift.

I don't know what, if anything, will come of it, but I took the
opportunity to suggest once again to Cathie, Dick and Elaine that
they begin producing their own translations of the gender passages
along with an outline of the reasons for their differing translation
and links for further study.

Why are they making a translation? Well, stop and think. I've made
translations for the following reasons:

e To take a text not available in a given language, and make an
understandable rendering.

e To take a text available only available in an arcane dialect of a given

language, and make it understandable.

To produce something that is close on a word-to-word level.

To produce a text that renders thought-for-thought.

Some careful balance of the previous two goals.

To document linguistic ambiguity.

What is interesting here is that they aren't making a translation for
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think of: to obscure a text's meaning.

You know that translations then tended to gut the Song of Songs, but
there's really more going on here. The one I think was called the Now
Indispensible Version was one where the scholars wanted to render the
cruder passages accurately, but their elders said that part of God's word
wasn't fit for public consumption. Translation bugaboos we will always
have with us, but for some translations it is the raison d'étre. The New
World Translation of the Holy Scriptures opens the Great Beginning
with, "In [the] beginning the Word was, and the Word was with God, and
the Word was a god." The original for that verse says, literally, "And God
was the Word;" Greek did not give John a more emphatic way to say,
"And the Word was God." So why this translation? It is a translation
made by heretics for the express purpose of being able to say, "Flip, flip,
flip. The Bible doesn't really say that. See! My translation doesn't say so
right here!"

That is exactly the kind of translation that is being requested here.

Clearly, from the discussion within our own intelligent group,
the egalitarian information is not getting out.

I examined the archives: we know that egalitarian information was
getting out in the group, and we know that because some very wise people
rejected it, and stated that they had done so. The remark here is
reminiscent of people who believe that, if you don't share their
perspective, it can only be because you don't understand what they're
saying. The mentioned article was actually a response sparked by
someone who had weighed egalitarianism in the balance, and found it
wanting.

Graham
One last note, because I know what you chose not to write.
He was not dead in mind.

He was absolutely brilliant—brighter than you. Graham Clinton was
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a leader ot the International Christian Mensa. lviensa 1s a soclety that
allows people who have a certain quantified wisdom such as is found with
one man among fifty, and their leaders are often even sharper. Graham
Clinton was someone who worked through struggle, held a great deal of
compassion for his neighbor, and did many good works—and I have
intentionally shown you his writing so that you may see someone brilliant
and a leader among Christians. He also spent some time at a very good
seminary. He did not hold ecclesiastical title, but he was concerned (and
talented) for a Christian life of the mind.

Satan will attack us wherever he can, and may be far more powerful
on our strengths than our weakness. The letter I cite, and the movement
from which it came, was not a movement of half-wits; it held many sharp
people. It takes quite a lot of wits to make yourself that stupid.
Compassion doesn't hurt; Graham could never have fallen for this poison
did he not hold a great deal of compassion.

You do well enough in gawking at foreigners. That's commendable;
it's good amusement. I might suggest there is more you could learn from
your gawking—in particular, that their foibles are all too often our foibles
dressed up in other clothes. All of the darkness in that letter is darkness I
find in my own heart.

Would you come over here for a season? I miss you, and the
discussions seemed to be livelier when they had your questions.

Cordially yours,
Sutodoreh
The year of our Lord 2504.



The Commentary

Memories flitted through Martin's mind as he drove: tantalizing
glimpses he had seen of how people really thought in Bible times.
Glimpses that made him thirsty for more. It had seemed hours since he
left his house, driving out of the city, across back roads in the forest, until
at last he reached the quiet town. The store had printer's blocks in the
window, and as he